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I.  INTRODUCTION i  THE  PROBLEM 

"What  is  past  is  prologue" 

(National  Archives) 

A  great  deal  has  been  written  during  the  past  decade  on 
the  subject  of  military  history,  its  nature,  its  uses  and 
especially  its  role  in  the  professional  development  of 
military  officers.  While  the  approaches  and  facets  of  the 
problem  vary,  the  general  theme  decries  the  loss  of  histor¬ 
ical  awareness,  perspective  and  judgment  within  the  military. 
Characterizations  of  the  United  States  Army  officer  corps  in 
such  terms  as  "historically  illiterate,"  "ignorant  of  mili¬ 
tary  history"  and  "historically  naive,"  tend  to  get 
attention.1 

Not  surprisingly  some  of  the  shrillest  voices  so  raised 
are  those  of  avowed  critics  of  the  military.  Others,  notably 
many  members  of  the  so-called  "military  reform  movement," 
seem  truly  concerned  with  what  they  view  as  a  problem  of 
institutional  fixation  on  science  and  management,  at  the 
expense  of  leadership  and  the  art  of  warfare.  But  many  of 
those  also  lamenting  this  inattention  to  military  history 
are  from  within  the  services,  both  officers  and  civilian 
professionals . 

Symptomatic  of  this  lack  of  serious  study  of  warfare  and 
military  history,  they  contend,  is  the  Army's  failure  to 
produce  strategists,  planners,  tacticians  and,  especially 
theorists.  The  art  of  war  cannot  be  learned  through  the 
study  of  management,  engineering  or  political  science j  great 
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generalship  is  not  a  product  of  an  Officer  Personnel 

Management  System  (CPM3)  specialty.  Most  consternating  of 

this  line  of  criticism  is  the  implication  that  such  American 

military  failures  as  Vietnam,  the  Mayaguez  affair  and  the 

abortive  Iranian  rescue  attempt  are  direct  consequences  of 

a  lack  of  seriousness  toward  the  study  of  war  and  its 

history.  The  latter  fiasco,  for  example,  defense  analyst 

Edward  N.  Luttwak  attributes  directly  to  the  planners  having 
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been  "quite  ignorant  of  the  history  of  commando  operations." 

Whole  volumes  exploring  the  Army's  failings  in  Vietnam 
have  focused  on  our  apparent  lack  of  historical  perspective 
in  understanding  the  nature  of  the  war  and  its  problems. 
Moreover,  this  argument  goes,  fascinated  with  hardware, 
imbued  with  a  system  management  approach  and  motivated  by 
selfish  careerism,  the  officer  corps  has  lost  touch  with  the 
theory  and  operational  art  of  war.  So  serious  does  Repre¬ 
sentative  Newt  Gingrich  see  this  problem  that  he  advocates  a 
"revolution"  in  our  approach  to  strategy  and  doctrine  and 
urges  us  to  replace  our  "bureaucratic/administrative"  Army 
with  a  "professional,  soldierly"  one.^ 

An  influential  member  of  the  Senate  Armed  Services 
Committee,  Senator  Gary  Hart,  in  answering  his  own  question 
"What's  Wrong  with  the  Military?"  insists  that  the  services 
have  become  mired  in  a  "bureaucratic  behavior"  mold  which 
the  officer  education  system  and  promotion  process  have 
institutionalized.  To  ask  how  all  this  came  about,  the 
Senator  asserts,  partially  answers  itself »  "if  the  military 


schools  do  not  provide  an  education  in  the  art  of  war,  and 
if  those  who  educate  themselves  and  act  on  their  knowledge 

are  not  promoted,  there  will  be  few  at  the  top  to  see  the 

4  , 

need.”  Similarly,  writing  in  Harper  s,  Jeffery  Record  sees 

a  lack  of  serious  study  of  warfare  and  its  nature  having  led 
to  a  mindset  which  inevitably  seeks  technological,  adminis¬ 
trative,  or  managerial  solutions  to  problems  of  the  battle¬ 
field.^  In  words  certainly  calculated  to  get  the  military's 
attention,  an  academician  and  frequent  defense  consultant 
writes  that  "the  distinguishing  characteristic  of  American 
officers  is  their  lack  of  interest  in  the  art  of  war."^ 

All  three  critics  just  discussed  place  the  blame 
squarely  on  the  paucity  of  historical  study.  "Inattention  to 
the  history  of  warfare,"  notes  Jeffrey  Record,  "is  perhaps 
the  greatest  weakness  in  the  training  of  American  military 
officers."''1'  After  berating  the  officer  corps  severely  for 
its  "ignorance  of  the  military  art,"  Edward  Luttwak  echos 
the  theme  that  the  root  cause  lies  in  the  staff  and  war 
colleges  treating  military  history  as  "a  marginal  embellish- 

Q 

ment  instead  of...  the  very  core  of  military  education." 

Likewise,  Senator  Hart  expressed  dismay  in  finding  greater 

interest  in  the  services  in  aerobics  and  running  than  in 

military  history.  He  cites  as  evidence  a  recent  Command  and 

General  Staff  College  reduction  of  a  military  history  reading 

requirement  from  ten  books  to  four  to  allow  for  an  expanded 

q 

physical  training  program. 

The  overall  argument  of  the  "military  reformers"  seems 
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flawed  in  two  principal  ways*  first,  by  stretching  evidence 
of  inattention  to  history  into  causes  of  institutional  fail¬ 
ings  and,  secondly,  by  ignoring  numerous  initiatives  within 
the  Army  to  correct  what  has  long  been  recognized  by  some 
officers  as  a  serious  problem.  Their  criticises  however,  that 
Army  schools  have  failed  to  give  adequate  attention  to 
military  history  and  of  a  resultant  historical  ignorance 
among  Army  officers  were  essentially  valid. 

That  this  situation  was  recognized  within  the  Army  is 

evidenced  by  Department  of  the  Army  in  19?1  directing  a 

review  of  the  Army's  need  for  the  study  of  military  history1* 
An  ad  hoc  committee  formed  under  the  chairmanship  of  the 

eminently  qualified  Head  of  the  History  Department,  United 

States  Military  Academy,  Colonel  Thomas  E.  Griess,  and  in 

just  three  months  produced  a  four  volume  report  with  some 

6l  conclusions  and  40  recommendations.  Although  the  findings 

were  rather  mild  and  conservative,  they  left  little  doubt  of 

the  Army's  need  for  the  study  of  military  history  or  of  the 

committee's  view  of  the  inadequacy  of  military  history 

instruction  in  the  officer  education  system.  Perhaps  most 

important  though,  was  the  committee's  reaffirmation  of  the 

need  to  develop  "historical  mindedness”  in  the  officer  corps 

at  large.11 

Unfortunately,  this  unique  study  seems  not  to  have 
received  the  attention  it  deserved  at  the  Army's  highest 
levels.  Nevertheless,  although  a  complete  turn-around  cannot 
be  cited,  some  important  steps  have  occured  to  resurrect 
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military  history  to  its  former  place  as  a  vital  element  of 

the  Army  officer's  education.  Enough  steps  have  been  taken, 

says  LTC  Reg  Shrader  in  a  short  but  excellent  review  of  the 

subject,  that  "the  issue  now  is  not  the  quantity  of  the 

1  2 

corrective  effort  but  its  quality." 

Still, all  of  the  criticisms  noted  above  were  written 
since  April  1980  showing  that  many  people  remain  unconvinced. 
Accordingly,  the  purpose  of  this  paper  is  to  determine  how 
the  study  of  military  history  has  fared  at  just  one  com¬ 
ponent  of  the  Army  school  system — albeit  the  capstone  course, 
the  War  College — and  to  assess  trends  in  War  College  student 
attitudes  toward  military  history  since  the  original  1971 
study . 


II.  MILITARY  HISTORY!  ITS  KEAN  IN  G,  VALUr.,  ARP  USr.5 

"To  be  a  sucoessful  soldier,  you  oust  know  history." 

(George  Patton) 

For  the  purpose  of  this  paper,  the  definition  of 
"military  history"  provided  by  Army  Regulation  870-5  as  "a 
record  of  military  and  related  activities  in  peace  and  war" 
— though  all  encompassing--seems  too  broad.  ^  Perhaps  a  more 
exact  statement  is  impossibles  it  has  been  said  that  history 
has  nearly  as  many  definitions  as  there  are  historians. 
However,  since  much  of  the  controversy  already  discussed 
lies  in  this  very  vagueness,  an  attempt  will  be  made.  While 
recognizing  the  usefulness  of  studying  the  totality  of  past 
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human  endeavors,  here  we  will  focus  on  those  aspects  contrib¬ 
uting  directly  to  illuminating  the  nature  of  warfare  in  its 
tactical,  operational  and  strategic  dimensions — proper  realm 
for  senior  military  thinkers.  Again  in  this  context,  the 
categories  enumerated  by  the  Ad  Hoc  Committee — operational, 
administrative/technical ,  and  civil/military  relationships 

— take  in  more  ground  than  we  need  include  in  a  basic  con- 

14 

ception  of  military  history.  Hence,  herein  the  meaning 
intended  is  the  history  of  those  operational  activities 
involved  directly  in  the  preparation  for  and  actual  conduct 
of  war. 

Value . 

Like  any  discipline,  history  has  its  advocates  and 
critics.  Even  professional  academic  historians  who  make 
their  living  by  it  cannot  agree  on  its  value*,  some,  in  fact, 
insist  history  should  not  be  studied  for  any  utilitarian 
reason.  Soldiers  though,  have  traditionally  sought  a  special 
relationship  to  history  which  has  emphasized  its  utility.1'’ 
Rarely  does  one  see  mention  of  the  study  of  ••military" 
history  in  context  of  any  intrinsic  value — such  as  an 
exercise  for  intellectual  improvement,  enhancing  critical 
analysis  skills,  etc. 

Although  still  couched  in  utilitarian  terms,  the  latest 
Army  regulation  on  military  history  does  acknowledge  a  number 
of  inherent  values,  such  ast  "enhances  individual  perception}" 
"complements  experience;”  and  "sharpens  the  individual's 
awareness  of  principles,  ideas,  concepts,  and  priorities.”1^ 
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One  would  think  the  Army’s  recognition  of  such  educational 
benefits  in  an  academic  discipline  would  be  sufficient  to 
place  on  it  a  very  high  priority,  any  other  utility  aside. 
Indeed,  "Leaders, .. .are  encouraged  to  broaden  their  profess¬ 
ional  knowledge  and  skills  through  individual  study  of 

military  history  and  participation  in  formal  education  pro- 

•  1 7 

grams  that  include  military  history,"  says  Army  regulation. 

Yet  as  we  shall  see,  acceptance  in  principle  is  not  always 

translated  into  practice. 

If,  in  another  sense,  human  nature  and  human  character 

are  immutable  and,  as  noted  military  historian  Michael 

Howard  observes,  war  is  "a  distinct  and  repetitive  form  of 

human  behavior,"  one  would  think  it  worthy  of  study  for  its 
1 8 

own  right.  And  if,  after  all,  one  considers  war  the  most 
important  of  all  human  endeavors,  so  much  greater  should  be 
our  efforts  to  understand  it.  Yet,  as  Peter  Paret  laments, 
"few  enterprising  minds  are  interested  in  war  and  in  military 
institutions  for  their  own  sake."  7  Unfortunately,  we  might 
add  that  too  many  of  the  few  are  civilian  scholars  and 
analysts.  Finally,  historical  study  can  give  one  perspective 
— an  anchor  in  time,  yet  a  liberation  from  the  captive 
present . 

Uses 

Little  still  exists  of  the  utter  skepticism  displayed 
by  Walter  Killis  in  1956,  when  he  concluded  that  "The  advent 
of  nuclear  arsenals  has  at  least  seemed  to  render  most  mil- 
itary  history...  outdated  and  inapplicable."  But  thirty 
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years  of  living  with  knowledge  and  information  explosions, 

tremendous  technological  advances  and  potential  nuclear 

holocaust  led  to  this  type  of  thinking  in  many  circles.  The 

military  was  particularly  effected.  As  Bernard  Erodie  aptly 

noted,  not  only  had  the  soldier's  profession  become  vastly 

more  complex  but  his  whole  raison  d'etre  seemed  to  have 

21 

flip-flopped ,  from  war-fighting  to  war-prevention.  If  the 

past  seemed  to  offer  little  of  use  in  such  a  dramatically 

changed  and  rapidly  changing  world,  one  should  little  wonder 

that  military  history  seemed  meaningless  to  soldiers. 

In  this  light,  what  might  otherwise  seem  a  very  strange 

first  objective  for  the  Army's  new  military  history  program, 

makes  more  sense.  It  iss 

To  gain  acceptance  within  the  Army  that  military 
history  is  a  basic  source  of  knowledge  for  solving 
military  problems,  advancing  the  theory  and  practice 
of  military  science,  and  managing  resources. 

Then,  presumably  after  having  gained  the  aforesaid  accept¬ 
ance,  the  Army's  further  objective  is  to  "use"  military 
history  to  achieves 

(1)  Sound  strategic  and  mobilization  planning. 

(2)  Doctrine  appropriate  to  the  demands  of  modern  war. 

(3)  Effective  training  and  professional  proficiency. 

(4)  Management  knowledge  and  proficiency  tempered  by 
experience . 

23 

(5)  High  individual  morale  and  organizational  esprit. 

If  it  can  do  all  this,  one  is  amazed — unless  the  Army  writes 
regulations  tongue-in-cheek — that,  resistance  still  exists  to 
greater  incorporation,  of  military  history  in  Army  schools. 

Finally,  of  a  more  general  nature,  three  classic  ways 
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stand  out  in  which  history  is  uniquely  useful  to  the 

soldier.  First,  to  use  a  phrase  I  coined  elsewhere,  history 

24 

is  the  "Soldier's  laboratory."  It  is  the  milieu  to  which 
we  must  take  our  questions,  hypotheses  and  theories  for  test¬ 
ing.  Granted  it  is  imperfect  in  not  providing  the  precisely 
controlled  conditions  we  would  like;  but  it  remains--as  we 

cannot  stage  actual  combat — the  only  "empirical  basis"  for 

2C 

the  study  of  war  we  have .  ^ 

Secondly,  as  so  admirably  stated  by  Bernard  Brodie, 

"military  history  provides  vicarious  experience,  broader  in 

scope  and  cheaper  to  acquire  than  that  available  to  one 

2  6 

individual  in  his  lifetime."  Even  a  combat  seasoned  officer 
is  limited  by  time  and  space  from  complete  knowledge  of  the 
relatively  few  battles  he  may  get  to  experience  directly. 
Besides,  only  if  one  has  developed  the  needed  critical  skills 
is  he  likely  to  learn  the  correct  lessons. 

Thirdly,  it  must  be  from  history,  as  Clausewitz 
observed,  that  general  truths  of  cause  and  effect  relation¬ 
ships  are  discerned.  But  one  need  not  emulate  the  great 
Prussian's  quest  of  theory  to  gain  from  history  more  modest 
insights  into  the  nature  of  war  or  to  improve  understanding 
of  its  imperatives. 

HI.  THE  ART.Y  WAR  COLLEGE i  PURPOSE,  SCOPE,  CURRICULUM. 

"Military  History... is  indeed  the  true  school  of  war." 

( Jomini ) 

From  the  previous  discussion,  the  mission  of  the  Army 
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War  College  "to  provide  professional  military  education  in 

land  warfare”  should  sufficiently  justify  instruction  in 

military  history.  In  fact,  the  list  of  functions  prescribed 

for  the  War  College  by  the  governing  Army  Regulation  would 
.  27 

seem  to  demand  it.  '  3o,  what  has  caused  the  problems 

discussed  earlier  and  where  has  the  Army  War  College  fit  in 

both  the  problems  and  solutions^'  This  is  a  much  bigger 

question  than  can  be  fully  explored  here;  but  certain  aspects 

of  the  War  College’s  role  must  be  touched  upon. 

Eefore  World  War  II,  authorities  acknowledge  that 

military  subjects  were  the  sine  qua  non  of  the  War  College 

curriculum  and  military  history  was  at  the  core  of  most 
28 

instruction.  In  fact,  like  the  German  General  Staff  and 
War  College,  an  Historical  Section  constituted  a  significant 
portion  of  the  staff  and  faculty  up  to  1940.  History,  in  this 
pre-war  period  was  used  openly  and  directly  observed  the  wd 
Hoc  Committee,  in  contrast  to  what  it  calls  "less  obvious  or 
’soft  sell’  use  of  history"  in  recent  years.  The  differences 
between  the  curricula  of  the  two  periods  is  so  drastic,  the 
committee  concluded,  that  they  must  be  considered  as 
distinct  eras.2^ 

after  the  ten  year  lapse  in  the  Army  War  College  funct¬ 
ioning  as  a  consequence  of  World  War  II,  its  reestablishment 
on  short  notice  in  1950  necessitated  use  of  a  curriculum  very 
similar  to  that  of  the  last  class  in  19^0.  In  the  1950-  51 
academic  year,  approximately  32|  of  the  36  weeks  (90.3?O  were 
devoted  to  military  subjects!  and,  although  more  difficult  to 
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measure,  historical  study  was  clearly  the  dominant  method.-^0 

rtapidly  however,  as  soon  as  deliberate  curriculum  form¬ 
ulation  could  occur  and  with  the  arrival  of  LTG  Edward  [>. . 
Almond  as  Commandant,  the  number  of  purely  military  subjects 
compared  to  non-military  began  to  wane.  3y  the  second  academic 
year  the  ratio  was  70*  to  30?.  and  by  the  third  year  65>.  tc 
35?‘.  Moreover,  better  than  one-third  of  the  "studies"  that 
comprised  the  various  subcourses  in  1931  were  totally  hist¬ 
orical;  this  proportion  dropped  to  27%  in  1952  and  a  mere  3?. 
in  1955  (2  of  61).  31 

This  trend  did  indeed  continue  as  shown  in  table  1  belov., 
but  might  have  been  even  more  drastic  had  General  /ilmona  been 
able  to  implement  all  the  recommendations  of  a  civilian 
advisory  group  he  invited  to  Carlisle  Earracks.  Among  other 
things,  this  group  urged  study  of  international  politics, 
American  government,  civil-military  relations,  position  of 
the  United  States  in  world  affairs,  American  foreign  policy 
and  national  economics.  Apparently,  only  the  disapproval 
of  the  Commanding  General,  Army  Field  Forces,  saying  "time 
in  the  Army  War  College  course  cannot  be  spared  in  which  to 
dwell  excessively  long  on  matters  that  are  not  primarily 
United  States  Army  affairs,"  prevented  further  civilianiza- 
tion.33 

TABLE  1  -  K.ilitary/Hon-military  Content.  3^ 


ML 

NON-] 

1951 

90-a 

10% 

1952 

70% 

30* 

1953-56 

66a 

34a 

1957-60 

53% 

47‘a 

1960-64 

50 b 

50 % 

1981 

31% 

69 % 
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Instruction  in  military  history  fared  even  worse,  to 

the  extent  that  a  1957  study  by  Masland  and  kadway  observed: 

hone  of  the  ^enior  Servic^  colleges,  with  the 
exception  of  the  Air  War  College,  attempt  to  provide 
the  student  with  a  sense  of  historical  perspective... 

The  consequence  of  this  is  an  absence  of  concern  for 
the  historical  and  theoretical  aspects  of  security 
problems.  ^ 

Around  the  mid-1960's,  a  number  of  observers  started  to 
suggest  that  with  the  bathwater  had  gone  the  baby,  Edward 
Katzenbach,  a  former  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense, 
for  example,  believed  that  in  "the  war  colleges  ...  the  sense 
of  military  professionalism  has  been  on  the  wane."  Moreover, 
he  asserted,  "the  curriculums  ...  of  the  War  Colleges  are 
not  designed  to  alleviate  this  decline  in  professionalism, 
for  they  are  not  military  service-oriented."-7  Largely  in 
response  to  such  criticism,  the  influential  Haines  Board 
( LTG  Ralph  E.  Haines,  Chairman),  met  in  1966  and  recommended: 
1)  continued  military-oriented  curriculum,  2)  limiting  ind¬ 
ividual  research  to  military  subjects,  and  3)  establishment 
of  an  elective  program.  It  also  recommended  addition  of  in¬ 
struction  in  operations  research,  systems  analysis  and  auto¬ 
matic  data  processing;  but  it  took  little  note  of  the  paucity 
of  military  history  taught. 

The  elective  program  which  commenced  in  1967-68  with 
ten  offerings  also  reflected  the  War  College's  lack  of  in¬ 
terest  in  history.  Despite  its  growth  over  four  successive 
years  to  21  choices  by  1971 »  the  program  still  offered  no 
military  history.  Finally,  in  1972,  largely  resulting  from 
the  Ad  Hoc  Committee  Report,  the  college  offered  the  course 
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New  Dimensions  in  Military  History  (representing  4.3f.  of  the 
total ) . 
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Table  2  -  military  History  Electives^ 


TCTAL 

KIL.KI3T. 

% 

( Range ) 

( Range ) 

(avg, 

68-71 

10-21 

0 

c 

72-76 

23-52 

1-2 

4.5a 

77-81 

40-63 

4-5 

7.9a 

1982 

56 

8 

14. 3a 

Although  the  number  of  military  history  electives  has 
increased  and  may  be  sufficient,  it  should  be  noted  that 
disincentives  to  an  individual  taking  them  apparently  exist. 
Officers  opting  for  the  eight  courses  with  substantial 
history  content  this  year,  for  instance,  average  only  7.5 
per  course  compared  to  13*1  for  the  other  48  electives.  The 
reason  for  this  is  not  clear,  especially  in  light  of  data 
reflecting  the  tremendous  interest  in  military  history  dis¬ 
cussed  in  section  IV.  But  the  comment  of  one  1982  class 
member — that,  despite  his  belief  in  the  value  of  history,  he 
felt  compelled  to  take  courses  contributing  more  directly 
to  his  CPMS  specialty — may  be  instructive.  In  any  case, 
history  courses  should  improve  competitively  as  realization 
of  their  importance  to  professionalism  increases. 

Along  with  improvement  in  history  elective  offerings, 

the  college  also  acted  on  Ad  Hoc  Committee  recommendations  by 

filling  three  chairs  in  military  history  (one  a  visiting 

professor  in  MKI)  with  prominent  historians,  by  adding 

* 

uniformed  historians  to  the  faculty,  and  by  encouraging 
student  exploitation  of  Military  History  Institute  (MHI) 
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resources — although  the  success  of  this  latter  effort  is 
mixed  (see  figure  21-23,  Appendix  A). 

While  this  discussion  has  certainly  been  critical  of 
the  Army  Aar  College  curriculum,  it  has  not  intended  to 
imply  culpability  or  even  myopia  by  any  person,  group  or 
institution.  After  all,  many  smart  people--educatcrs , 
historians  and  Army  officers--believed  as  waiter  Lillis  that 
nuclear  weapons  had  so  drastically  altered  the  nature  of 
warfare  that  combat  had  become  one  of  the  soldier’s  lesser 
functions  and  military  history  nearly  meaningless.  They  just 
happened  to  be  wrong. 

IV.  .THE  WAR  COLLEGE  STUDENT t  BACKGROUND  AND  ATTITUDES 

"We  cannot  escape  history,  we  will  be  remembered 

in  spite  of  ourselves." 

(Abraham  Lincoln) 

The  section  following  assesses  the  interest  and  back¬ 
ground  in  military  history  of  current  US  Army  ivar  College 
students  and  attempts  to  measure  their  collective  attitude 
toward  its  value  and  uses.  This  is  accomplished  by  analysis 
of  responses  to  a  questionnaire  (appendix  b)  to  which  178 
members  of  the  1982  class  replied  during  the  month  of  Inarch. 
Moreover,  these  data  are  compared  to  the  results  of  a 

similar  survey  conducted  in  1971  by  an  ad  hoc  committee 

38 

created  by  Department  of  the  Army.  Although  this  earlier 
effort  surveyed  the  whole  Army,  the  responses  of  Army  War 
College  students  could  be  separated  for  comparison.  Thus, 
even  such  highly  subjective  indicators  as  attitudes  and 
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beliefs  are  valuable  in  their  reflection  of  trends  when 
compared  with  like  data  of  eleven  years  earlier.  Results  are 
portrayed  graphically  in  appendix  a,  figures  1  thru  24.  The 
questionnaire  was  developed  to  provide  data  directly  compar¬ 
able  with  the  1971  results  in  determining  the  following: 

A.  The  extent  War  College  students  have  studied  military 
history,  (see  figures  5-7). 

1.  Perceptions  of  the  value  and  usefulness  of  military 
history,  (see  figures  9-13). 

C.  How  military  history  should  be  taught  in  the  army 
school  system,  (see  figures  9-13)  • 

L.  Whether  a  military  history  specialty  should  be  estao- 
lished.  (see  figures  14-16). 

In  addition  a  number  of  new  questions  sought  to  measure  the 
extent  to  which  the  1982  class: 

A.  Perceived  the  need  for  the  study  of  military  history 
as  an  element  of  professional  officer  education  (see 
figures  17-20). 

£.  Involved  themselves  with  military  history  resources 
available  at  the  Army  War  College,  (see  figures 
21-24). 

In  general,  the  survey  appears  to  have  been  quite  suc¬ 
cessful.  Cf  the  214  questionnaires  distributed,  187,  or  a 
surprising  88).,  responded?  although  nine  were  too  late  for 
inclusion  in  the  computer  assembled  data.  This  provided  a 
data  population  of  178,  comparable  to  the  186  responses  (72?.) 
of  the  somewhat  larger  1971  class.  Although  unsolicited, 
numerous  narrative  comments  from  participants  reflected 
favorably  on  the  need  for  such  a  study  and  showed  genuine 
interest  in  the  results.  Most  importantly,  all  indications 
are  that  respondents  answered  honestly  and  openly. 
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Survey  population  background 

In  light  of  the  mention  earlier  of  the  Army  War  College 
mission  to  teach  "land  warfare,"  it  is  astonishing  to  note 
the  trend  in  class  make-up  by  branch;  presently  only  4o-A  are 
combat  arms  officers  compared  with  $8%  just  11  years  ago. 
(see  figure  1).  This  decrease  is  accompanied  by  significant 
increases  in  combat  service  support  branches  and  "other" 
which  includes  civilians  and  other  services.  The  percentage 
of  combat  support  branches  changed  little,  how  "branch"  or 
service  correlated  with  answers  to  other  questions  is  an 
important  variable  discussed  later. 

Although  less  of  a  surprise,  another  dramatic  change  in 
class  background  is  source  of  commission  (see  figure  2). 

The  percentage  of  Reserve  Officer  Training  Corps  ( RGTC ) 
graduates  rose  from  30  to  56,  with  corresponding  decreases 
in  United  States  military  Academy  (USI«.A)  (28%  to  18%)  and 
Officer  Candidate  School  (CCS)  (2J%  to  14?0  graduates.  A 
sizeable  number  of  battlefield  commissions  in  the  1071 
class  probably  explains  the  drop  in  "other;"  this  is  sug¬ 
gested  by  combat  experience  in  World  War  II  and  Korea  when 
such  commissions  were  more  common  (see  figure  4). 

Interesting  trends  also  appear  in  the  education  level 
and  combat  experience  although  these  do  not  appear  to  be 
significant  variables  in  the  way  respondents  answered  other 
questions.  Over  four-fifths  of  the  present  class  have 
advanced  degrees  compared  with  three-fifths  in  1971 .  Few 
today  (1%)  have  combat  experience  in  other  than  the  Vietnam 


16 


war  and  a  sizeable  increase  in  those  with  no  experience  stems 
from  more  civilians  attending  (see  figures  3  &  4).  The  same 
two  percent  represents  the  number  with  graduate  degrees  in 
history — a  very  small  percentage  indeed  for  a  profession 
that  must  derive  much  of  its  corporate  knowledge  from  this 
discipline  (see  figure  5). 

Extent  of  military  history  studied 

Except  for  degree  producing  courses  in  history,  this  is 
a  difficult  area  to  quantify.  The  paucity  of  graduate  degrees 
in  history  just  noted,  holds  true  also  for  undergraduate 
study — eight  percent  (15  individuals)  inclusive  of  the  four 
with  graduate  degrees.  (Whether  one  had  an  undergraduate 
degree  in  history  was  not  asked  in  1971 — see  figure  5).  The 
two  additional  means  used  to  measure  extent  of  historical 
study,  while  ingeneous  in  concept,  are  somewhat  flawed  in 
methodology.  Officers  were  asked  to  indicate: 

A.  The  extent  they  had  studied  military  history 
(occasional  reading,  intensive  home  study,  college- 
undergraduate,  college-graduate,  service  school,  or 
other)  (see  figure  6). 

B.  Which  books,  from  a  selected  list  of  thirty,  they 
had  read  (see  figure  7). 

Phrasing  of  the  first  question  proved  deficient  in  the 
1971  survey  by  allowing  participants  to  select  multiple 
responses  rather  than  the  most  appropriate,  thus  prohibiting 
determination  of  a  true  percentage  or  which  exposure  to 
military  history  was  most  important  (221  responses  by  186 
participants  were  redistributed  as  a  percentage).  As  the 
1982  question  sought  the  most  appropriate  response,  direct 
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comparison  is  suspect.  Still,  exposure  to  military  history 
in  undergraduate  school  or  service  school  was  at  least  mean¬ 
ingful  (or  memorable)  enough  to  be  listed  in  53^  of  the 
responses.  These  were  undergraduates  of  the  late  40 's/early 
50 's  and  attendees  of  some  service  schools  before  the  large 
decline  of  military  history  in  course  content.  This  year,  the 
proportion  noting  undergraduate  and  service  schools  totaled 
only  39-/1  (figure  5). 

When  analyzed  by  branch  and  service,  two  significant 
trends  appear.  Combat  service  support  officers  had  a  substan¬ 
tially  lower  exposure  to  military  history  through  the  four 
more  "serious"  means  (38%)  compared  to  the  remainder  of  the 
population  (55%) •  The  other  category,  occasional  reading, 
accounted  for  6 2%  of  the  combat  service  support  answers  vice 
45^  for  the  rest.  Secondly,  rather  surprisingly,  havy  and 
Air  Force  respondents  proved  twice  as  likely  as  Army  class¬ 
mates  to  indicate  service  school  as  their  main  exposure. 

Analysis  using  source  of  commission  as  a  variable  also 
produced  some  minor  surprises.  Although  as  expected,  Military 
Academy  graduates  were  the  most  likely  to  have  studied 
military  history  as  undergraduates  (and  GC3  graduates  the 
least),  only  28 %  indicated  this  as  the  most  appropriate 
response  despite  all  having  taken  the  history  of  military 
art  course  at  West  Point.  Similarly,  in  spite  of  military 
history  having  generally  been  a  required  course  in  the  ROTC 
curriculum,  only  11%  of  the  ROTC  graduates  answered  "under¬ 
graduate  school"  as  their  main  exposure.  Apparently  the  more 
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or  less  formal  courses  in  military  history  that  most  officers 
have  received  in  undergraduate  or  service  schools  were  not 
particularly  memorable . 

The  second  measure  of  the  extent  of  military  history 

studied  also  yieled  some  interesting  results.  Although  the 

thirty  books  selected  by  the  1971  Ad  Hoc  Committee  leave 

much  to  be  desired,  duplication  of  the  same  list  for  this 

study  allowed  for  a  direct  comparison  (see  questions  14  thru 

43  of  questionnaire  at  appendix  B).  The  most  significant 

finding  is  that  considerably  fewer  books  from  the  list  have 

been  read  by  the  1982  Army  War  College  class  compared  to  the 

1971  class  (See  figure  7).  Those  indicating  they  had  read 

ten  books  or  more,  for  example,  decreased  from  44f<,  in  1971 

to  only  29*:  this  year.  The  percentage  having  read  less  than 
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five  books  almost  doubled  from  17  to  30 .  The  reason  for 
this  overall  decline  in  books  read  cannot  be  determined  and 
is  indeed  puzzling  in  light  of  other  data  (discussed  later) 
reflecting  a  greater  appreciation  of  the  value  of  military 
history  by  the  present  class  than  in  1971 • 

On  the  average  this  year's  class  claimed  to  have  read 
7.1  books  from  the  list.  (Median  =  6,  mode  =  5)»  When  ana¬ 
lyzed  by  branch  and  service  another  interesting  picture 
emerges.  Combat  arms  and  combat  support  officers  read  an 
average  of  8.0  and  9.0  books  respectively;  these  far-exceeded 
the  5.0  for  combat  service  support,  5*9  for  Air  Force,  6.4 
for  Navy/Coast  Guard  and  4.7  for  civilians  in  the  class. 
Significantly,  the  Marines  in  the  class — who  indicated  else- 
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where  less  exposure  to  formal  courses  in  military  history-- 

were  the  most  well-read  group  with  10. 3.  Thus,  except  for 

slightly  more  books  read  by  combat  support  officers,  the 

1971  Ad  Hoc  Committee  conclusion  that  the  extent  of  military 

history  studied  decreased  with  distance  from  the  "sound  of 
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the  guns,"  appears  to  remain  valid.  Average  number  of 
books  read  by  branch  and  service  is  summarized: 

tablh  3 

C/A  C3  CSS  AF  HAVY/CG  IGA  R  CIV  CLASS 

8.0  9.0  5.0  3.9  6.4  10.3  4.7  7.1 

Contrary  to  the  Ad  Hoc  Committee  finding  that  U3IGA 
graduates  (Army-wide)  had  read  a  significantly  greater 
number  of  books,  this  year's  survey  of  just  War  College 
students  showed  source  of  commission  not  to  be  an  important 
variable.  In  fact,  although  West  Point  graduates  read  an 
average  of  7-7  books  compared  to  the  class  average  of  7.1, 
CCS  officers  read  7.9  books. 

Although  there  are  some  timeless  classics  on  the  list 
of  30  books  and  all  are  still  worth  reading,  the  fact  that 
all  are  11  years  older  than  when  used  in  the  1971  survey 
could  admittedly  skew  the  results  some.  In  anticipation 
of  this  possibility,  ten  important  works  of  a  similar  nature 
and  published  since  1971  were  added  to  the  original  list 
(see  Appendix  B).  That  the  average  rate  of  these  newer  works 
having  been  read  of  25.0?®  is  comparable  to  the  original  30 
book  rate  of  23,67s,  supports  the  validity  of  comparing  the 
1982  and  1971  results. 
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Some  "best-sellers"  emerged  from  the  survey;  not  too 
surprisingly,  serious  works  generally  took  a  back  seat  to 
more  "popular"  histories  and  political  science  oriented 
books.  Eight  of  the  ten  most  popular  books  were  also  among 
the  top  ten  with  War  College  students  in  1971*  These  top 
ten  and  the  percentage  of  the  class  having  read  the  book 


along  with  its  1971  ranking  are  shown  below: 

61 , 3-a  Shirer,  Rise  and  Pall  of  the  Third  Reich - 5  tie 

60.1^c  Clausewitz ,  On  War - 1  tie 

57.2^  Liddell  Kart,  Strategy - 7 

51.^  Fall,  Street  Without  Joy - 4 

4-5.7 >  Kissinger,  huclear  Weapons  and  Foreign 

Policy - 15 

4l .  0L/o  Tuchman,  The  Guns  of  August - 3 

34 .1>6  Freeman,  Lee's  Lieutenants - 5  tie 

32.4%  Ridgway,  The  Korean  War - 10 

32 .1  Hitler,  Mein  Kampf - 13 

31 .2ft  Karx,  Communist  Manifesto - 1  tie 

Value  and  usefulness  of  military  history 


Perhaps  the  most  decisive  and  unequivocal  finding  of 
the  whole  survey  was  the  way  in  which  Army  War  College 
students  assessed  the  value  of  studying  military  history. 

An  astonishing  90 %  acknowledged  it  as  valuable — 41^  saying 
highly  valuable — against  only  6%  seeing  it  as  less  valuable 
than  other  disciplines  and  4jfc  with  no  opinion  (see  figure 
13)*  Compared  with  the  1971  data,  this  represents  a  signifi¬ 
cant  11  percentage  points  increase  in  those  judging  military 
history  "highly"  valuable  and  10 decrease  in  the  number  of 
those  believing  it  less  valuable  than  other  disciplines,  hot 
reflected  in  any  chart  yet  probably  the  most  important  factor 
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of  all  is  the  absence  of  a  single  participant  selecting  the 
response  "of  no  value  at  all;  a  waste  of  time,"  in  either 
survey.  Army  War  College  students  obviously  do  not  share  the 
doubts  Walter  killis  expressed  in  the  1950's. 

Combat  arms  officers  were  most  likely  to  view  military 
history  as  highly  valuable  (47.9;,:},  followed  by  combat  sup¬ 
port  ( 41 . 9/<- ) »  and  combat  service  support  (only  33*3#)  •  Al¬ 
though  the  sample  was  small,  IOC*,  of  the  karines  surveyed 
answered  highly  valuable,  compared  to  25#  °£  the  Air  lorce 
and  none  of  the  Navy  officers.  Again  it  appears  that  the 
closer  one's  branch  might  be  expected  to  bring  him  to  combat, 
the  higher  one's  interest  in  and  perception  of  the  value  of 
military  history.  Koreover,  those  considering  its  study  to 
be  highly  valuable  tended  put  their  belief  into  practice, 
reading  an  average  of  8.5  books,  compared  to  the  group  answer¬ 
ing  only  valuable,  who  read  6.4  books. 

An  additional  series  of  four  questions  asked  this  year 
(not  in  1971)  also  sought  to  measure  the  class'  attitude 
toward  the  study  of  military  history.  These  were  questions 
10  through  13  at  Appendix  3;  the  results  are  portrayed  graphic¬ 
ally  in  figures  17  through  20  and  are  summarized  below; 

A.  With  Clausewitz's  belief  that  "empirical"  study  is 
essential  to  know ledge  of  the  art  of  war  and  that  such 
knowledge  comes  best  from  "Historical  examples;"  90/-  of  the 
class  agreed  (4l#  strongly)  while  only  2#  disagreed  (figure 
17). 

B.  With  Bernard  Brodie's  assertion  that  our  generation 
has  sadly  produced  alleged  military  strategists  who  are 
ignorant  of  military  history;  78#  agreed  (31#  strongly), 
while  only  10#  disagreed  and  9#  felt  ambivalent  (figure  18). 

C.  Of  the  so-called  "military  reformers"  criticism  that 
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the  officer  corps  has  suffered  a  loss  of  historical  minded¬ 
ness,  awareness  and  perspective*  81#  agreed  (30#  strongly), 
while  only  10a  disagreed  (figure  19). 

D.  Cf  the  "military  reformers"  frequent  attribution  cf 
the  Army's  success  in  World  War  II  to  the  almost  exclusive 
use  of  military  history  as  the  method  of  study*  49^  agreed 
(10/.  strongly),  compared  to  23#  disagreeing;  18#  expressed 
ambivalence  and  9 #  no  opinion  (figure  20). 

Taken  collectively  the  dramatically  affirmative  responses 
to  these  four  questions  appear  not  only  to  substantiate  a 
basic  premise  of  the  military  reformers,  but  also  to  reflect 
a  recognition  among  senior  officers  of  the  need  for  further 
corrective  action.  A  sensitivity  to  the  problem  and  aware¬ 
ness  of  the  value  of  historical  study  to  our  profession  has 

even  been  reflected  in  recent  remarks  by  both  the  Secretary 

l±2 

of  the  Army  and  the  Chief  of  Staff. 

When  the  responses  to  these  four  questions  are  cross- 
tabulated  by  branch  a  trend  similar  to  the  degree  of  interest 
in  military  history  emerges*  the  extent  of  agreement  was 
invariably  higher  for  combat  and  combat  support  over  combat 
service  support  officers. 

TABLE  4  -  Agreement  #  in  questions* 


CA 

cs 

CSS 

AF 

KAR 

#10 

93# 

90# 

83# 

93# 

100?-, 

#11 

76# 

87# 

71# 

75# 

100# 

#12 

82# 

90# 

74# 

69# 

100# 

#13 

51# 

52# 

45# 

38# 

1 00# 

Again,  though  a  rather  small  sample,  the  Karines  came  in 
strongest  on  the  need  for  study  of  military  history  while 
Air  Force  officers  answered  most  like  combat  service  support 
officers . 

Finally,  a  question  on  the  utility  of  military  history 
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produced  results  very  similar  to  the  1971  study  (see  figure 
8).  The  20 %  versus  16%  selecting  "Ky  study  of  military 
history  has  actually  benefited  me  very  little"  is  not 
particularly  significant  but  might  be  due  to  the  lower 
inclination  of  this  year's  class  to  read  military  history 
despite  their  higher  appreciation  of  its  value.  The  other 
responses  indicate  no  significant  trend. 
military  history  in  Army  schools. 

A  third  crucial  area  for  which  Army  war  College  student 
opinion  was  sought — how  military  history  should  be  taught  in 
the  Army  school  system — also  revealed  some  interesting 
trends.  Although  the  1971  survey  was  formated  for  multiple 
responses  (which  unfortunately  could  not  be  repeated)  and 
considered  only  mandatory  and  elective  courses  (ignoring  the 
possibility  of  integrating  in  other  courses),  the  data  have 
been  tabulated  for  comparison  (See  figures  9  thru  12).  bven 
if  one  combines  the  other  responses,  it  is  evident  that  a 
substantially  increased  number  of  officers  believe  in  requir¬ 
ed  courses  at  most  levels i  USI.'iA/RCTC  -  90%,  Advance  Courses- 
74^,  C&G3C  -  67>,  and  War  College  -  53^*  When  combined  with 
those  selecting  the  "integrate"  responses,  the  vast  majority 
of  War  College  officers  apparently  see  military  history  as 
too  important  to  leave  to  electives  only.  (One  does  not  have 
to  be  too  clever  to  realize  that  adding  elective  offerings 
to  a  curriculum  is  meaningless  if  no  one  takes  them.)  The 
technique  of  integrating  history  with  other  courses,  at  least 
as  done  this  year  at  the  War  College,  received  mixed  reviews. 
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Although  32£  thought  it  effective,  39^  labled  it  ineffective 
or  a  failure,  suggesting  that  something  gets  lost  in  the 
integrating  process  (see  figure  24).  In  addition,  this 
technique  suffers  immensely  by  leading  in  practice  to  non¬ 
historians  teaching  history--a  fallacy  worse  than  ignoring 
history  altogether. 

Dramatically,  though  the  1982  survey  allowed  for  the 
response  that  military  history  be  "not  taught"  at  each  level 
of  Army  schools,  this  appears  only  once  in  regard  to  advanced 
courses;  not  a  single  participant  said  it  should  not  be  taught 
at  the  War  College,  C&GSC  or  USkA/ROTC  levels.  Branch  did  not 
appear  as  a  major  variable  in  how  officers  responded,  with 
two  exceptions.  Navy  officers  and  civilians  were  less  inclined 
to  favor  required  courses  at  any  level.  And,  combat  service 
support  and  Air  Force  officers,  who  were  less  enthusiastic 
toward  military  history  in  other  areas,  were  substantially 
more  inclined  to  favor  mandatory  courses  at  the  War  College 
(62 7.  and  69a,  versus  48)*  for  the  rest). 

As  might  be  expected  a  cross-tabulation  showed  those 
responding  "highly  valuable"  to  the  study  of  military  history 
question  were  much  more  likely  to  desire  required  history 
courses  at  all  levels — for  the  War  College,  for  example,  73a 
versus  39^  for  the  rest  of  the  sample . 

Military  history  specialty 

As  in  1971,  Army  War  College  students  remain  overwhelm¬ 
ingly  opposed  to  the  establishment  of  a  military  history 
specialty.  Additionally,  a  graphic  portrayal  of  results  in 
figure  14  shows  practically  no  shift  in  opinion.  A  second 
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question  on  this  subject  in  attempting  to  identify  the  number 
of  officers  interested  personally  in  assignment  to  such  a 
specialty,  does  show  a  heightened  interest  (6^  versus  2A ' 
among  those  few  who  consider  themselves  qualified  (figure 
15). 

finally,  a  significantly  increased  awareness  of  the 
Army's  lack  of  attention  to  military  history  and  less  than 
effective  use  of  the  resources  it  does  have  is  evident  in 
the  responses  at  figure  16.  The  number  of  officers  consider¬ 
ing  the  Army's  use  of  its  military  history  resources  optimum 
or  "CK"  dropped  by  12^  while  those  thinking  it  is  poor  rose 
from  24ca  to  57^-  Such  a  dramatic  shift  certainly  suggests 
that  all  is  not  yet  well  with  the  Army's  military  history 
program;  this  seems  to  reflect  a  rising  expectation  that 
remains  largely  unfulfilled. 

V.  CONCLUSIONS 

An  overriding  general  conclusion  of  this  study  is  that 
military  history  in  the  Army  War  College  curriculum  has 
indeed  been  inadequate,  at  the  detriment  of  historical  mind¬ 
edness  in  the  officer  corps;  however,  there  has  been  an 
incressed  recognition  of  this  problem  since  the  1971  ad  Hoc 
Committee  Report  and  some  progress  has  been  made. 

The  three  specific  recommendations  of  the  Ad  Hoc 
Committee  regarding  the  Army  War  College  have  been  substan¬ 
tially  implemented. 

Critics  of  the  service^  education  systems  discussed  in 
section  I,  particularly  the  so-called  ''military  reformers," 
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are  essentially  correct  in  their  premise  regarding  inatten¬ 
tion  to  military  history;  but  seem  unaware  of  a  resurgence 
of  interest  in  the  subject  and  internal  army  initiatives  tc 
improve  its  acceptance  and  use. 

The  Army's  recognition,  as  an  institution,  of  the  value 
and  usefulness  of  military  history  seems  adequately  anc 
firmly  established  by  the  objectives  of  its  latest  Ah  670-5. 
Yet  there  is  little  evidence  of  any  effort  or  even  willing¬ 
ness  to  implement  measures  to  achieve  those  objectives. 

While  the  inattention  to  military  history  at  the  Army 
War  College  probably  resulted  partially  from  skepticism  in 
the  inherent  value  of  history  generally,  its  demise  as  an 
instructional  vehicle  was  also  a  consequence  of  the  civil- 
ianization  of  the  curriculum  in  the  1950's  and  60's 

Along  with  rather  dramatic  changes  in  makeup  of  the  War 
College  class,  there  was  a  significant  decrease  in  the 
extent  to  which  members  have  studied  military  history  ser¬ 
iously  (based  on  both  individual  acknowledgement  and  number 
of  books  read).  Furthermore,  the  degree  of  serious  study 
decreased  with  distance  from  the  sound  of  the  guns. 

Curiously,  in  light  of  the  above,  this  year’s  War 
College  student  harbored  a  much  greater  appreciation  of  the 
value  and  usefulness  of  studying  military  history.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  participants  substantially  agreed  with  the  critics 
who  allege  loss  of  historical  mindedness  in  the  military. 

While  this  dichotomous  situation  of  lower  exposure  to 
history  despite  higher  interest  is  unexplained  by  the  data — 
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motive  being  always  difficult  to  assess — two  suggestions  are 
offered:  1)  Career  demands  for  performance  (not  thoughtful¬ 
ness)  and  competition  by  the  demands  for  proficiency  in  Crl.3 
specialties,  2)  Today's  officers  simply  lack  the  formal 
training  to  go  about  the  study  of  history  properly.  In 
addition  to  mandatory  formal  courses,  this  suggests  a  need 
at  all  levels  to  develop  in  officers  a  concept  or  "theory" 
of  history  as  well  as  the  proper  background  for  self-study, 
such  as  could  be  accomplished  by  a  specially-designed  course 
in  historiography. 

Such  increased  attention  to  military  history  in  Army 
schools,  to  the  extent  of  being  required,  is  heavily  sup¬ 
ported  by  /Jar  College  students. 

Creation  of  an  C1K3  specialty  in  military  history  con¬ 
tinues  to  be  opposed  by  most  officers. 
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APPENDIX  B 

KILITARY  HISTORY  4UE3TICKNAIRE 
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9  Inarch  1982 


Dear  Classmate » 

I  suspect  you  have  received  a  number  of  questionnaires 
recently!  I  know  they  can  become  a  pain.  However,  as  you — 
collectively — are  the  only  source  of  the  information  I  need 
to  complete  a  study  (course  requirement),  I  am  compelled  to 
ask  your  cooperation  in  one  more. 

I  have  tried  to  limit  the  length  and  complexity  of  the 
questionnaire.  There  are  a  couple  aspects,  however,  that 
may  seem  awkward  and  deserve  some  explanation.  First,  as 
my  data  will  be  compared  to  the  findings  of  a  1970  DA  study, 
many  of  the  questions  were  retained  from  that  earlier  effort 
which  surveyed  various  levels  of  the  Army  (not  just  SSC). 
Secondly,  although  many  questions  assume  the  background  of 
an  active  duty  US  Army  officer,  I  definitely  seek  the  varied 
perspectives  of  other  components  and  services. 

Hopefully  you  will  not  find  this  too  time-consuming  and 
will  be  able  to  return  it  promptly-- just  drop  this  question¬ 
naire  with  the  answer  sheet  attached  into  the  distribution 
slot  in  the  mail  room. 

Thanks,  in  advance,  for  your  time  and  cooperation. 


Return  toi 

LTC  Dave  Hazen 
Box  79 


•  Name  and  other  identification  are  not  required — leave  blank. 


1)  SERVICE  (STATUS)* 

1 .  Army  -  Combat  Arms 

2.  Army  -  Combat  Support 

3.  Army  -  Combat  Service  Support 

4.  Air  Force 

5*  Navy/Coast  Guard 

6.  USMC 

7.  Civilian 

8.  International  Fellow 

9.  Other 


2)  SOURCE  OF  COMMISSION; 

1.  ROTC 

2.  USMA 

3.  OCS 

4.  Other 
5-  NA 


3)  HIGHEST  CIVILIAN  EDUCATION* 

1.  Bachelor's  Degree 

2.  Masters's  Degree 

3 .  Doc  tarate 


4)  COMEAT  EXPERIENCE* 

1 .  Korean  War 

2.  Vietnam 

3.  Other 

4.  None 


5)  UNDERGRADUATE  DEGREE  IN  HISTORY  1 

1 .  Yes 

2.  No 


6)  GRADUATE  DEGREE  IN  HISTORY: 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 


7)  To  what  extent  have  you  studied  military  History? 
(Mark  most  appropriate  response) 

1 .  Occasional  reading 

2.  Self-designed  home  study  program  (intensive) 

3.  College  level  (undergraduate) 

4.  College  level  (graduate) 

5.  Military  Service  School 

6.  Other  (Please  explain  on  the  last  page) 


8)  In  what  way  has  your  study  of  military  history  proved 
most  beneficial  to  your  effectiveness  as  an  Army  officer? 
( Mark  most  appropriate  response) 

1.  Lessons  learned  from  studying  success  and  failure 

2.  Insights  gained  from  studying  problems  similar  to 

problems  faced  today 

3.  Inspiration  of  great  deeds  performed  by  others 

4.  Improved  decision  making  ability 

5-  Enhanced  understanding  of  behavioral  problems 

6.  My  study  of  military  history  has  actually  benefited 

me  very  little 

7.  NA 


9)  How  valuable  do  you  feel  the  study  of  military  history 
(as  defined  above)  can  be  in  enhancing  the  professional 
Army  officer's  ability  to  perform  his  mission? 

1 .  Highly  valuable 

2.  Of  some  value 

3-  Not  as  valuable  as  the  study  of  other  disciplines 
4.  Of  no  value  at  alii  a  waste  of  time 
5*  No  strong  opinion 


10)  From  his  statements  that  "the  knowledge  which  is  basic 
to  the  art  of  war  is  empirical"  and  that  "Historical 
examples. . .provide  the  best  kind  of  proof  in  the  empirical 
sciences Clausewitz  seems  to  view  historical  study  as 
essential  to  the  profession  of  arms.  Do  you? 

1 .  Agree  strongly 

2.  Agree  slightly 

3.  Feel  ambivalent 

4.  Disagree  slightly 

5.  Disagree  strongly 

6.  Have  no  opinion 


11)  Bernard  Brodie  in  his  introductory  essay  to  On  War  (which 
we,  the  "Clausewits  class,"  presumably  all  read )  seemed 
to  include  the  military  profession  in  his  observation  that» 
"Our  own  generation  is  unique,  but  sadly  so,  in  producing 
a  school  of  thinkers  who  are  allegedly  experts  in  military 
strategy  and  who  are  certainly  specialists  in  military 
studies  but  who  know  virtually  nothing  of  military  history, 
including  the  history  of  our  most  recent  wars,  and  who 
seem  not  to  care  about  their  ignorance."  Of  his  statemen+ 
do  you? 

1 .  Agree  strongly 

2.  Agree  slightly 

3.  Feel  ambivalent 

4.  Disagree  slightly 

5-  Disagree  strongly 

6.  Have  no  opinion 


12)  One  of  the  criticisms  of  the  military  by  the  so-called 
"military  reformers" — along  with  technology,  possessing 
a  "firepower-attrition"  mentality,  substituting  manage¬ 
ment  for  leadership,  etc  — has  been  a  loss  of  historical 
mindedness,  awareness  and  perspective.  Do  you? 

1 .  Agree  strongly 

2.  Agree  slightly 
3*  Feel  ambivalent 
4.  Disagree  slightly 
5-  Disagree  strongly 
6.  Have  no  opinion 


13)  Some  of  this  same  group  (12  above)  attribute  the  Army's 
success  in  developing  effective  combat  leadership  in 
former  years  (particularly  before  WW  II)  to  an  almost 
exclusive  use  of  military  history  as  the  method  of  study 
in  higher  Army  schools.  Do  you? 

1 .  Agree  strongly 

2.  Agree  slightly 

3.  Feel  ambivalent 

4.  Disagree  slightly 

5«  Disagree  strongly 

6.  Have  no  opinion 
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The  following  series  of  questions  seek  to  assess  the  type 
and  number  of  books  read  by  Army  officers.  Please  mark  1^  on 
the  answer  sheet  if  you  have  read  the  book;  mark  2  if  you 
have  not. 

14)  Weigley,  R.,  History  of  the  United  States  Army 

15)  Machiavelli,  The  Art  of  War 

1 6 )  Ropp,  T.R.,  War  in  the  Modern  World 

17)  Earle,  E.M. ,  Makers  of  Modern  Strategy 

18)  Clausewitz,  C.,  Oc  War  (Prior  to  AWG) 

19)  Liddell  Hart,  B.H.,  Strategy 

20)  Chandler,  D.G.,  The  Campaigns  of  Napoleon 

21)  Freeman,  D.S.,  Lee's  Lieutenants 

22)  Barnett,  C.,  The  Swordbearers 

23  Graig,  G.,  The  Politics  of  the  Prussian  Army 

24)  Taylor,  T.,  The  March  of  Conquest 

25)  Ridgway,  M.B.,  The  Korean  War 

26)  Fall,  B.,  Street  Without  Joy 

2?)  Giap,  V.V.,  People's  War,  People* s  Army 

28)  Lawrence,  T.E.,  The  Seven  Pillars  of  Wisdom 

29)  Greenfield,  K.  (ed.),  Command  Decisions  (OCMH) 

30)  Albright,  J.  et  al.  Seven  Fire  Fights~T0CMH) 

31 )  Hemingway ,  E . ,  Men  at  War 

32)  Tuchman,  B.,  The  Guns  of  August 

33)  Pike,  D.,  Viet  Cong 

34)  Kissinger,  H.,  Nuclear  Weapons  and  Foreign  Policy 

35)  Marshall,  S.L.A. ,  The  River  and  the  Gauntlet 

36)  MacDonald,  C.,  Company  Commander 

37 )  Marx ,  K . ,  CommunTst  Manifesto 

38)  Hitler,  A.,  Mein  Kampf 

39)  Shirer,  W.L.,  The  Rise  and  Fall  of  the  Third  Reich 

40)  Manstein,  E.,  Lost  Victories 

41)  Pogue,  F.C.,  George  C.  Marshall 

42)  Mat 1 off ,  M.  and  Snell,  E.,  Strategic  Planning  for 

Coalition  Warfare 

43)  Thompson,  R.f  Revolutionary  War  in  World  Strategy 

1945-1969 

44)  Lewy,  G.f  America  In  Vietnam 

45)  Weigley,  R.,  The  American  Way  of  War 

46)  Huntington,  S.P.,  The  Common  Defense 

47 )  Ryan ,  C . ,  A  Bridge  Too  Far 

48)  Brodie,  B.'.  .War  and  Politics 
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49)  Matloff,  Vi.  ed.  American  Military  History  (OCtoK) 

50 )  Blumenson ,  M .  The  Patton  Papers 

51)  Sc->tt,  H.  and  W.  Scott.  The  Armed  Forces  of  the  USSR 

52)  Kohn,  R.  Eagle  and  Sword 

53)  Westmoreland,  W  .  A  Soldier  Reports 


The  following  4  questions  seek  to  assess  at  what  levels 
military  history  should  be  taught  in  the  Army's  officer  ♦ 
education  system.  Please  indicate  how  it  should  be  taught 
at  each  level « 

54)  USMA/ROTC 

1 .  Required  courses 

2.  Elective  courses 

3.  Integrated  in  other  courses 

4.  Not  taught 

55)  ADVANCED  COURSES » 

1 .  Required  courses 

2.  Elective  courses 

3.  Integrated  in  other  courses 

4.  Not  taught 

56)  CGSC 

1 .  Required  courses 

2.  Elective  courses 

3.  Integrated  in  other  courses 

4.  Not  taught 

57)  WAR  COLLEGE 

1 .  Required  courses 

2.  Elective  courses 

3.  Integrated  in  other  courses 

4.  Not  taught 

58)  Please  indicate  the  extent  of  contact  you  have  had 
with  the  military  History  Institute  (MHI ) . 

1 .  None 

2.  I  know  its  there 

3.  Am  familiar  with  its  purpose  and  facilities 

4.  Am  quite  knowledgeable  of  its  purpose  and  facilities 

5.  Have  worked  with  the  Institute 


59)  Please  indicate  the  number  of  "Perspectives  in  Military  History" 
seminars  sponsored  by  MHI  that  you  have  attended  to  date. 


1.  0 

2.  1 

3.  2 

4.  3 

5.  4 

6.  5  or  more 

60)  Please  indicate  the  number  of  advanced  courses  you  will  take  for 
credit  or  audit. 

1.  1  or  0 

2.  2 

3.  3 

4.  4 

5.  5 

6.  6  or  more 

61)  Please  indicate  the  number  of  the  following  advanced  courses  with 
extensive  historical  content  that  you  will  take: 

Military  History  and  Theory  of  War 

The  American  Civil  War 

History  of  OS  Military  Strategy 

Strategic  Issues  of  World  War  II 

Molders  of  20V  Century  Strategy 

Changing  Nature  of  Modern  Warfare 

Men  in  Battle:  The  Human  Dimension  of  War 

Studies  in  Peace  and  War 

Contrasts  in  Command 

1.  0 

2.  1 

3.  2 

4.  3 

5.  4  or  more 

62)  How  do  you  rate  attempts  thus  far  in  the  course  to  "integrate" 
military  history  into  other  material?  (Consider,  for  example, 
the  lecture  on  the  "Great  War,"  or  the  student  report  on  DS 
forces  in  Bussia  during  WW  I). 

1.  Highly  effective 

2.  Effective 

3.  Neutral 

4.  Ineffective 
5*  A  failure 

6.  Can’t  remember 


63)  CPMS  utilization  of  officers  in  relatively  narrow 
fields  has  suggested  the  possibility  of  a  specialty 
in  military  history.  What  is  your  reaction  to  such 
a  proposal? 

1 .  Favor 

2 .  Oppose 

3.  No  feelings 

64)  Considering  the  present-day  career  development 
objective  of  your  particular  branch,  would  you  con¬ 
sider  assignment  to  such  a  program? 

1 .  I  would  not  be  qualified  for  such  a  program 

2.  I  may  be  qualified  and  would  be  interested 

3.  I  may  be  qualified  and  would  not  be  interested 

4.  Not  Applicable  to  my  status 

65)  If  the  present-day  career  development  objectives 
were  changed  to  allow  for  more  specialization  in 
fields  such  as  Military  History,  without  the  con-r 
current  danger  of  being  "sidetracked"  or  "left 
behind,"  would  then  be  interested? 

1 .  Yes 

2.  No 

3.  Not  Applicable 

66)  In  your  opinion,  how  effective  is  the  Army's  use  of 
its  Military  History  resources?  (Mark  only  one 
response ) 

1 .  I  do  not  know  what  the  Military  History  resources 
are 

2.  Optimum 

3.  Adequate 

4.  Poor 


I MPORT  At.CE  nr  HISTORICAL  STuDY  1'.‘  v!^IT«PY  COURSES  Uv  "cfiCE^S 


PAGE 


04-26-82 

FILE  -  NOuamE 

created  04-2-: 

001  SERVICE  "STATUS" 

Category  larcl 

Af.soLt'tr 
COuE  FRCCUEUCY 

RELiTj vr 
frequency 

(PERCENT ) 

ADJUSTED 

FREOUFN'Y 

(PERCENT) 

CUMULATIVE 
ADJ  rRro 
( PERCENT ) 

I8HY-C0M9AT 

ARMS 

1  71 

39. c 

39.9 

39.9 

«RmY-COMBaT 

SUPPORT 

2  3 1 

17.4 

17.4 

57.3 

fiRMY-SERVlCF 

SPT 

3  42 

23.5 

23.6 

80.9 

AIR  FORCE 

<•  16 

9.0 

9.0 

89.9 

RAVY-COAST  GUAR-' 

5  5 

2.8 

2.8 

92.7 

USMC 

6  4 

2.2 

2.2 

9*. 9 

civilian 

7  7 

3.9 

3.9 

98.9 

other 

9  2 

1  .  1 

1  •  1 

100.0 

TOTAL  173 

100.0 

100.0 

REAM 

RODE 

kurt0sis 

rinimum 

2. *66 

i  .coo 
2.260 

1  ,000 

STU  ERR 

std  DFv 

SKEVmESS 

MAxlMUli 

-o.  129 
i  .710 

1.480 

9.000 

median 

variance 

RANGE 

2.08J 

2.940 

8,000 

valid  cases 

178 

MISSiNg  Ca5 

Es  0 

IMPORTANCE  of  HISTORICAL  STuDV  1  MILIT;.RY  COUPSFS  BY  DFrlCEPS  PAGE 
04-26-82  FILE  -  NOhaA'F  -  CREWED  04-26-02 


Q02 

SOURCE  OF 

COM,.!  I  SS  I  Pi: 

f 

absolute 

CATEGORY 

L  APEL 

come  frequency 

HOT  C 

I  102 

usma 

2  32 

ocs 

3  25 

OTHER 

4  14 

NA 

5  7 

TOTAL  1 70 

REAN 

1*054 

STt.  ERR 

RODE 

1  .coo 

STd  dEv 

kUrtosis 

0*373 

SKEWkiEsS 

RINIMUM 

1  .coo 

maximum 

PEL  A  T I  VC 
FREqucucy 
( PERCENT  ) 

ADJUSTED 

frequency 

(PERCENT) 

CUmUL  ATI VE 
ADJ  r RFQ 
(PERCCUT) 

56.2 

56.2 

56.2 

19.: 

18.0 

74 . 2 

14 

14*0 

88*2 

7.0 

7.9 

96. 1 

3.5 

3.9 

10O.0 

10C.0 

100.0 

0.087 

1.165 

1.199 

5.000 

median 

variance 

RANGE 

1  »  390 

1 .357 
4.000 

17? 


VALID  CASE? 


MISSING  CASES 


0 


IMPOR'M.'C  rr  HISTORICAL  STUDY  I"  military  COURSES  by  Of'-ICERS  Rage 
r4-26-6r  FILE  -  NOuAmE  -  CREATED  04-26-P2 

Ou  3  uicnrST  CIVILIAN  ED(JCat  I  O'l 


RELATIVE 

ADJUSTCD 

cumulative 

A&Sdll'TE 

FREQUENCY 

FPEQUENCY 

ad j  ere 0 

CATEGORY 

L  FEl 

CObE  FREQUENCY 

( PERCENT  ) 

(PERCENT  > 

(PERCENT) 

bachelor 

Df  C.REt 

1  2  C 

16.7 

16.3 

16.3 

MASTER • S 

r-RTE 

2  1  33 

75.  0 

75.8 

02 . 1 

DOCTORaT 

r 

rn 

7.9 

7.9 

100,0 

TOTaL  173 

100.0 

100.0 

MEAN 

, 

*916 

STD  EPR 

0.036 

MEDIAN 

1  *944 

PIOOE 

? 

•  Don 

STD  D^V 

0.456 

variance 

0*236 

KURTQSIS 

1 

.127 

skewness 

-D.217 

RANGE 

2*000 

MINIMUM 

1 

.000 

MAXIMUM 

3.000 

valid  cases 

170 

missing  cases  o 

importance  nr  hIStp^ic/l.  sTlpy  i  courses  by  dfeicfRS 


RAGE  10 


04-26-82 


FILE  -  N 0 1 .  A  K E  -  CRE-TED  04-26-82 


004  CrMEAT  EXPERIT'CE 


CATEGORY  L  r  r* r L 

CCU/E 

At  solute  f 
frequency  t 

RELATIVE 
rEqufncy 
PERCENT  > 

ADJUSTED 

frequency 

(PERCENT) 

CUMUL AT  I VE 
AD.)  FREO 
(PERCENT) 

KOREAN  WAR 

1 

l 

0.6 

0.6 

0.6 

VIETNAM 

2 

io: 

E35.4 

85, 4 

06.0 

other 

3 

l 

0.6 

0.6 

06.5 

RONE 

4 

24 

13.3 

13,6 

ioo.  c 

TOTmL 

1  70 

100.  c 

100.0 

REAM 

RODE 

KURTOSIS 

R  INI  MUM 

2.27o 
2  «  00 0 
2.487 

1  .COO 

STD  ERR 

stt  DF-V 

SKCWliESS 

maximum 

•3.052 

0.693 

2.053 

4,000 

MEDIAN 

variance 

RANGE 

0»4Sl 

3.000 

valid  cases 

170 

missing  cases 

0 

IMPORTif.-F  rr  historical  STjOY  1  mI.It,  Oy  COURSES  bv  OFFICERS 


Pt'ii 


C4-26-82  PILE  -  N  0 1 ;  A  K.  E  -  C^E  A  TED  04-2*-R2 


005  tli  :[RG"A?UATr  P  E  G  f.  E  r  I  HISTORY 


Category  laesl 

CO^E 

AhSc _utC 
FRt  Curi-.cY 

ROL AT I VE 
FRCO'-ir'.'CY 
( rEncr':T  ) 

AO JUSTrD 
FRCQUFNCY 
( PERCENT  > 

CJW JLAT1 VE 
ADJ  rPrC 
( PEPC-t  -  ) 

£ES 

1 

1  5 

8 . 4 

8  .  a 

8.4 

RO 

2 

I  r.  - 

91  .  f 

91  .r. 

10  0.0 

TGT„L 

17? 

100." 

10  0.0 

REAR 

i  .916 

ST  Li  L'RR 

0.021 

MCDI AM 

lTbx 

mode 

2*000 

STt-  uF  V 

0.279 

variance 

0.  -7r 

KURTOSIS 

7.193 

SKEWNESS 

-3.019 

RANGE 

1.000 

RlNIML'M 

1  .000 

MAXIMUM 

2.000 

VALID  CASES 


178 


Ml ssi cases 


o 


IMPORTANCE  HlSTorjCn  STUDY 


I  '  COURSES  D V  0rrlCE-5 


PAGE 


1 


04-26-82  FILE  -  WOf.AME  -  CREATED  C4-26-S2 


006  GRADUATE  oEoRTF.  1 1,  n  I  S  ^ 0 <=■  Y 


CATEGORY  l / PEL 

AI.Sfj^JTC 
C^Ut  FPrOurucY 

"'Elati  vr 
frequency 
( PERCENT  ) 

adjusted 
frcqufncy 
(Pepcfn’ > 

CUMUL AT 1 VE 

ADJ  fPry 
<PEr'Cr  JT  ) 

*es 

1  4 

2.2 

2.2 

2.2 

RO 

2  1?- 

07.S 

1  0  0 . 0 

TOT^L  1  ?:* 

100.0 

100.0 

MEAN 

MODE 

KURTOSIS 

minimum 

1  .RTF 
?  .  000 

40*691 

1  .000 

STD  LRr 

STt.  pf.  V 

SKEWNESS 

maximum 

0.011 

0 . 1  4  ” 
-6.499 

2.000 

median 

variance 

RANGE 

1  •  ^  r>  O 

0*022 

1  *000 

valid  cases 

170 

MISSING  C A  SrS 

C 

IMPORTANCE  OF  Ml£T->~jCiL  sT.jDY  !  Ml.IT-RY  COURSES  r.Y  DFrICFRS 
04-26-82  FILE  -  NONANE  -  CREATED  04-26-82 


QOT 


STUDIED  MIUIT,.rY  history 


CATEGORY  LAPEL  COL-E 
OCCASIONAL  reading  1 
SELF-DE  S  I  G  f|p  D  STUDY  2 
COLLEGE  MtNnERGRAD»  3 
COLLEGE  "GRADUATE"  4 
MILITARY  SVC  SCH20L  5 
OTHER  6 

TOTaL 


AfcSDwUTE 

FREOUEucY 

83 

13 

23 

1 

4* 

7 

17E 


WEAN  2.579 

mode  1 .000 

KURTOSIS  -1.376 

BIN  I  MUM  l.COO 


STf  ERP 
STU  I'EV 

SKCWNFsr 

MAX!  MU;-, 


178 


relative 
frequency 
( PERCENT ) 

ADJUSTED 

freoufncy 

( PERCENT  ) 

CUMULATIVE 
AQJ  rRr‘C 

{PERCENT  > 

49.4 

49.4 

49.4 

■F.7 

7,3 

6,6.7 

12.9 

12.9 

69.7 

0.6 

0.6 

70.2 

25.  S 

25,8 

96 . 1 

3.9 

3.9 

100.0 

100.0 

100,0 

0*136 

1.012 

0.566 

6.000 

MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

Range 

1.57- 
3.7  85 
5.000 

valid  cases 


missing  cases 


0 


importance  or  historical  sT‘.ov  r  military  courses  by  nFr!CERS 


r  A  CE 


04-26-82 


PILe  -  NOlAmE  -  CREATED  04-2C-E2 


008  way 

study 

OF  IlISTDRY  r?ST  e> 

EUCFlTCD 

Category  laf-e 

L 

ABSOLUTE 
COLE  FREQUENCY 

RELATIVE 

FREQUENCY 
(PERCENT ) 

adjusted 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

cumulative 

AOJ  ERE  Q 
(PERCENT) 

LESSONS  LEARNED 

1  43 

24.2 

24.2 

24.2 

fNSIGHTS  CMN 

EC 

2  5  = 

32.5 

3  2.0 

56.7 

Inspire  Great 

DEEDS 

3  1? 

6.7 

6.7 

63.5 

IMPROVE  DECISIONS 

4  13 

7.3 

7.3 

70.6 

PORE  understanding 

5  9 

5.1 

5.1 

75. D 

benefited  me 

little 

6  36 

20.2 

20.2 

96.1 

RA 

7  ? 

3.9 

3.9 

1 00 . 0 

TCTaL  170 

100.0 

100.0 

MEAN 

RODE 

kurtosis 

CINIMUM 

3  •  l  29 
2  •  000 
-1.205 

1  .coo 

STb  err 

ST[  dEv 

skewness 

MAXIMUM 

0. 1  50 

2.000 

0.580 

7,000 

median 

variance 

range 

2.293 

4.023 

6.000 

valid  cases 

178 

MISSING  CaS' 

;s  o 

IMPORTANCE  ff  HlfTOr>IC«L  STlDY  1 


PAf.E 


MILITARY  COURSES  BV  OrrlCEPS 
24-26-82  FILE  —  NO NAME  -  CREATED  06-26-82 


STUDY  OF  MILITARY  HISTORY  V*L'lABl_r 


CATEGORY  L  A r  FL 

CO'iE 

Al^OLUYT. 

FREQUENCY 

TrLATIVr 
FLCOU^MCY 
( PERCENT ) 

ADJUSTED 
r^EOUFN  CY 
(PERCEsT  ) 

CJMUl.  ATI  VE 
A  D  J  r  r  "  0 
(  PEPCr‘'-  > 

highly  VALUaFL 

r 

1 

73 

61 .: 

A  1 . 0 

6U0 

OF  SOME  VAl ur 

C 

8" 

6  9.6 

^9.4 

90.6 

ROT  AS  VALUAnLE 

3 

i : 

5.6 

5.6 

96 . 1 

RO  OPINION 

6 

3.9 

3.9 

1  00 . 0 

TOTaL 

17" 

100.0 

l^.O 

ream 

rode 

KURTOSIS 

RINIMUM 

1.764 

2.000 
F  .  0  1  6 

1 .000 

stl  hRr> 

STu  t’E V 
SKEWNESS 

maximum 

0,066 

0.877 

1.904 

5.000 

MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

1 .632 
0»769 

4  •  000 

VALID  CASES 

178 

MISSING  CASE 

S  0 

IMPORTANCE  tr  HISTORICAL  STl-CV  I  MILITARY  COURSES  TjY  OPrICERS  >t 

04-26-82  FU.E  -  nCh.amE  -  CREaTED  04-2&-C2 


CiAUSE'ITZ  V  T  f  *  S  HiSTtV't  S'LIDY  essential 


CATEGORY  l  A f.TL 

cole 

ABSOLUTE 
ERE OJENCY 

relative 
frequency 
( percent ) 

ADJUSTED 

frequency 

(PERCENT) 

CUMULATI VE 
A  D  J  F  R  r  G 
(PERCENT) 

4GREE  STRONGLY 

1 

73 

41  .C 

41.0 

4l  .0 

AGREE  SLIGHTLY 

2 

BE 

49.4 

4  9.4 

90.4 

FEEL  AMBIVALENT 

3 

12 

7.3 

7.3 

97. B 

DISAGREE  slightly 

4 

1 

0*6 

0.6 

90.3 

DISAGREE  STPONGLV 

5 

1 

0.-3 

0  •  6 

99.9 

OAVE  NO  OPINION 

6 

2 

1  .1 

i  •  i 

100.0 

TOTaL 

1  73 

100.0 

100.0 

MEAN  1.736 
BODE  2.000 
KURTOSIS  8.093 
MINIMUM  1.000 

STL.  ERR 

STd  dFv 

skewness 

maximum 

0  *  06  1 
0.819 
2.086 
6.000 

median 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

1.682 

0.670 

5.000 

V  AL  1 D  CASES 


178 


missing  cases 


o 


IMPORTANCE  Of  HISTORICAL  STuDY  I 


MiwiT,Pv  cdurses  bv  r*FricE^s 


C4-26-B2 


FItE  -  NOUAmE  -  CREATED  04-2C-f?2 


page 


Oil  Spot  I E  *  S  V IEW  - 

historical 

IG  JORAUCE 

CATEGORY  LAPFL 

COt)E 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQUENCY 

RELATIVE 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

adjusted 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

cumulative 
ADJ  rfira 
(PERCfnt ) 

AGREE  STRONGLY 

1 

5E 

30.9 

?0.9 

30.9 

AGREE  SLIC-hTlY 

2 

84. 

47.2 

47,2 

78 . 1 

FEEl  AMBlVAlEliT 

3 

16 

9.* 

9.0 

87. 1 

disagree  slightly 

A 

If. 

8.4 

8.4 

95.5 

DISAGREE  STRONGLY 

5 

4 

2.2 

2*2 

97. e 

HAVE  NO  OFInION 

6 

4 

2.2 

2.2 

100. 0 

TOTaL 

173 

100.0 

1P0.0 

BEAN  2.107 
BOOE  2*000 
KURTOSIS  2 • 1 3 A 
HINIMUM  1*000 

STD  ERR. 

STu  dEV 

SKEWNESS 

maximum 

0.085 

1.137 

1 .440 
6.000 

MEDIAN 

variance 

RANGE 

1  .905 
1 .294 
5.000 

VALID  CASES 


178 


missing  cases 


0 


IMPORT AN  CE  or  HISTORICAL  STuPY  I  !  MILITARY  COURSES  BY  OFFICERS  PAGE  IB 
04-26-82  PILE  -  NOnAmE  -  CREATED  04-26-52 


012 


military  reformer  -  historical  ignorance 


CATEGORY  lapel 

code 

ABSO-UTE 

FREQUENCY 

RELATIVE 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

ADJUSTED 

FRCOUEN'Y 

(PERCENT) 

CUM UL ATI VE 
ADJ  FRr 0 
(PERCENT) 

AGREE  STRONGLY 

1 

53 

29.8 

29. B 

29.6 

agree  Slightly 

2 

91 

51.1 

51.1 

eo.9 

PEEL  ambi vai fmt 

3 

10 

5.6 

5.6 

86.5 

DISAGREE  SLIGHTLY 

4 

1  4 

7.0 

7.9 

94.4 

DISAGREE  STRONGLY 

5 

4 

2.2 

2.2 

96.6 

HAVE  NO  OFInICIN 

6 

6 

3.4 

3.4 

100.0 

total 

178 

100.0 

100.0 

MEAN  2fUB 
PODE  2 • 000 
KURTOSIS  2.590 
PINlMUM  1,000 

STD  ERR 

STD  DEv 
SKEWNESS 

MAX  I MU*' 

0.089 

1 .185 

1  *624 

6  «  ODD 

MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

1.896 

1,404 

5.000 

valid  caSfs  its 

MISSING  CASES  0 

import  At.: t  nr  historical  study  i  ■  military  courses  by  officers 


page  j 


'4-26-62 


FILE  -  InIOnAmE  -  CRE-TED  f  4-26-52 


C  1  3 


,.J.  jtaVY  KEFprj^ER’S  -  historical  STUPV 


ABSOLUTE 


category  L / f "L 

CODE 

FREQUENCY 

AGREE  STROP!  Y 

1 

17 

AGREE  SlTC-  Ti.Y 

2 

7  ;• 

FEEL  A I  V  />  L  PUT 

3 

33 

DISAGREE  SLIGHTLY 

4 

31 

DISAGREE  STrOt.GLY 

5 

1  1 

HAVE  HO  OFImIOM 

6 

lfc 

TOTAL 

1  7  S 

MEAN  2.983 
MODE  2.000 
KURT  OS  I S  -0  »  3b6 
MINIMUM  1.000 

STO  ERR 

stl>  dev 

SKEWNESS 

maximum 

VALID  CASED  178 

MISSING  Ca3 

PELATI vr 

frequency 

( PERCENT ) 

ADJUSTED 

FREQUENCY 

( percent  > 

CUMULATIVE 
AOJ  FRrC 

(PERCENT ) 

9.6 

9.6 

9.6 

39.3 

39.3 

48.9 

18.5 

18.5 

67.4 

1  7  #  A 

17.4 

6  A.  6 

6.2 

6.2 

91.0 

9.C 

9.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

0.106 

1 .420 

0.724 

6.000 

MEDIAN 

variance 

RANGE 

2.561 

2  *  9  1 
5.000 

ES  0 


t 


IMPORTANCE  Or  HlSToriCAL  STUDY  I'  wlLlT-PY  COURSES  Ev  OF  ICEi^S 
04-26-82  FILE  -  wOIJAmE  -  CREATED  04-26-82 


014 

V’FTGLEYt  HlST.-i^Y  OF  Tgr  g.S. 

aPf.Y 

CATEGORY 

L  ARFL 

code 

ABSOLUTE 

rPLOjIl.'CY 

FELATI  VF 
FREQUENCY 
(PERCENT) 

ADJUSTED 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

CUMULATIVE 
ADJ  FRF 0 
(PERCENT) 

IES 

1 

49 

27.5 

27. n 

27.8 

no 

? 

1  27 

71 .2 

72.2 

lOO.? 

out  of  range 

c. 

1  .  1 

MISSTNC. 

1  00 . 0 

TOTAL 

178 

100.0 

100.0 

MEAN 

MODE 

KURTOSIS 

MINIMUM 

1.722 

2  •  000 
-1.017 

1  .000 

STD  ERR 

ST D  [>E V 
SKEWNESS 

maximum 

0.034 

0.449 

-0.997 

2.000 

median 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

1  .807 
0.202 

1 ,000 

valid  cases 


176 


MISSING  CASES 


2 


IMPORTANCE  op  HlSTOkIC/1  STUDY  I 
04-26-82  PILE  -  NOliAME 


MlLlT-PY  CDURSFS  DY  "DICERS  c’A'jE 

-  CREATED  04-2f'-p2 


015  i.«ACh!  aVEll!  t  T^E  mRT  0^  WAT 

rflativf 

ADJUSTED 

cumulative 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQUENCY 

FREQUENCY 

ADJ  FRro 

CATEGORY  LAPTL 

CODE  FREQUENCY 

{ PERCENT ) 

(PERCENT) 

( PERCENT ) 

XES 

I  47 

26*4 

26.4 

26.4 

no 

?  131 

73.0 

-3.6 

100.0 

TQT„L  177 

100.0 

100.0 

PEAN  ! • T  3  6 

STD  ERR 

o  *  0  3  3 

MEDIAN 

1.021 

MODE  2  »  COO 

std  l f V 

0.442 

VARIANCE 

0.196 

KURTOSIS  -0 • 844 

skewness 

-1.080 

RANGE 

1.000 

MINIMUM  1.000 

maximum 

2.000 

VALID  CASES  178 

missing  case 

S  0 

IMPORTANCE  of  hISTOPICaL  STuDy  I-  MILITARY  courses  nv  HFrICERS 


page 


q4*26~82  PILE  ~  nOuAmE  -  CREATED  04-26-S2 


016  RprP:  *AR  in  the  MDDER •!  W0PLO 


CATEGORY  L-'REL 

ABSOLUTE 
COLE  FREOUEUCY 

RELATIVE 

frequency 

( PERCENT ) 

ADJUSTED 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

CUMUL  ATI VE 

adj  ereo 

(PERCENT) 

XES 

1  10 

5.6 

5.6 

5.6 

NO 

2  l6-» 

93.8 

94.4 

100.0 

out  Or  rangf 

1 

0.6 

missing 

100. 0 

TOTAL  178 

100. C 

1P0.0 

BEAN 

BODE 

kurtosjs 

MINIMUM 

1  .9*4 

2*000 

13*192 

1  *000 

STd  ERR 
std  dEv 
SKCL'nESS 
maximum 

0.017 

0.232 

-3.875 

2,000 

median 

variance 

Range 

1  *9T0 
0*054 
1.000 

valid  CASES 


177 


MISSING  CASES 


1 


IMPORTANCE  rr  historical  3tcDy  I 


RA'.E  2  3 


C4-26-82  PILE  **  M  0 1 4  A  M  E  -  CREATE 

Qi7  EAf'cr*  make1'?  - r  m o d e R  '  steatfsy 


VI,  I  T  . .  Q  Y  CDURD"S  E>  Y  OFFICERS 
-  CREATED  04-26-c2 


Category  uecl 

COi.E 

alSh^utl 
FPE  Q L/ ET !  j c  y 

RELATIVE 
ERr QUTMCY 
( PERCENT ) 

adjusted 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

CUMJL A" I vr 
ADJ  rPr0 
(PERCr  :T) 

IES 

1 

3? 

2  1.9 

22.0 

22.0 

NO 

z 

13* 

77  .  ? 

73  .  o 

1  0  0 . 0 

Out  Or  r a n  c r 

1 

0.6 

MISS  IN'. 

100.0 

TOTaL 

1  7~ 

100.C- 

100.0 

REAM 

MODE 

kurtosis 

MINIMUM 

1.780 

2.000 

-0.149 

1 ,000 

STD  ERR 
std  pEv 
s<ewness 
maximum 

0.031 

0,416 

1.361 

2.000 

MEDIAN 

VAR1 ANCE 
RANGE 

1  .359 
0.173 
1 ,000 

VALID  CASED 

177 

missing  cases 

1 

_L 


\ 


TMPORTai  CE  n<-  HISTORICAL  STur  v  I  MILITARY  COURT.-S  DV  OFTICP^S 


PA 


04-26-82 


FILf  -  NOiJAr  F  -  7REAtEP  04-26-82 


016  r |  a U S E '  I T Z  5  0 ; .  WAR 


CATEGORY  l ART  L 

AbScVJTL 
COL.E  FREQUENCY 

relativf 
Ff’Eour  jcy 
(PERCENT  ) 

adjusted 

FREOUFnCY 
( pCRCEnt  ) 

CJrtUL  A’ I V E 

ALJ 

{ PERCr ) 

IBS 

1  1  0  7 

60.  1 

60.5 

60.5 

MO 

2  n  . 

39.3 

39.0 

100.C 

OUT  or  RAKGF 

1 

0  .  € 

MISSIhC 

100.0 

TOT,.L  177 

100.0 

100.0 

REAN  1 

MODE 

KURTOSIS  -1 

P.INIMUM  1 

.395 

.000 

.635 

.000 

stl  err 

STc-  DEV 
SKEWNESS 

MAX  IwUi; 

0.037 
0.490 
u  .  4  3  1 
2.000 

MEDIAN 

variance 

RANGE 

1 .32-’ 
0.24^ 

1 .000 

VALID  CASE? 

177 

missing  casts 

1 

STUDY  I '  ’  MILITARY  COURSES  BY  OFficEDS 


RASE 


IMPORTANCf  p  F  HISTORICAL 

P4-26-82  pIU&  -  nOUAME 


CREATED  04-26-82 


0 1 9  L  I  D  C  E  L  t  HhRT:  STRATEGY 


category  label 

code 

ABSOLUTE 
FRt  OUCUCY 

RELATIVE 
frequency 
(PERCENT ) 

ADJUSTED 

frequency 

(PERCENT) 

CUMULATIVE 

adj  r r f q 

(PERCENT) 

XES 

i 

loi 

56. 7 

57.1 

57.1 

RO 

? 

76 

42.  •> 

42.9 

100. 0 

Out  of  rangf 

1 

0  .  £ 

MISSING 

100.0 

total 

1  7  B 

100.0 

100.  D 

BEAN 

rode 

KURTOSIS 

MINIMUM 

1.429 

1  .000 
1.939 

i  .coo 

STU  E«R 

std  dEv 
skewness 

maximum 

0.037 

0.4  96 
0.280 
2.000 

MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

1.376 

0.246 

1  •  ooo 

importance  or 

HISTORICAL 

S^UDY  I  Ml 

- IT„PY  COUP 

3ES  DY  OFFICE 

RS  PACE 

04-26-82 

file  - 

nOuamE 

CREATED  04- 

26-82 

020  CHANDLER;  THE 

CAPTAIN'S  of 

NEPDLEON 

relative 

adjusted 

CUMUL AT  1 VE 

absolute 

FPEolTNCY 

FEEQUFnCY 

adj  erfo 

CATEGORY  LArEl 

CPI.iE  fREOUCNCY 

( PERCENT  1 

(PERCENT) 

(PERCENT ) 

»S  / 

1  2: 

11.2 

11.4 

11.4 

RO  ^  ' 

2  1 55 

87.6 

08.6 

100.0 

out  of/rakgf 

2 

1  .1 

MISS  INC 

100.0 

/ 

/ 

TCTa 

L  17? 

1  00  •  0 

100.0 

RE  AN 

l  #686 

STD  ERR 

0*024 

MEDIAN 

1  .036 

RODE 

?  .000 

STL  t'F v 

0.318 

variance 

0.101 

kurtosi s 

4.077 

SKEWNESS 

-2.456 

RANGE 

1 .000 

BINIMI'M 

1  .000 

MAXIMUM 

2.000 

VALID  CASES 


176 


MISSING  CASrS 


2 


IMPORTANCE  PF  hISTQRJC/l  STiDY  I'  **  I L I  T„RY  C2URSrS  BY  OFF I  CfRS 


PAGE 


Z 7 


04*26-62 

FILE  -  NCN.AME  -  c 

REmTED  04-26 

-62 

02  1 

freeman ; 

LEE'S  L  I  LUTEt:  A*-<TS 

CATEGORY 

label 

ABSOLUTE 
CDC'E  F P F;  Q l : r  N C  V 

relative 

FPEOUCNCY 
<  PERCE  N'T  ) 

adjusted 

frequency 

(PERCENT) 

CUMULATIVE 
A  0  J  F=tr9 
(PERCENT) 

SES 

1  61 

34.7, 

34.3 

34.3 

RO 

2  117 

65. •* 

65.7 

100.0 

TOTAL  172 

1  00. 0 

100.0 

mean 

BODE 

KORTOSIS 

minimum 

1  »657 
2.000 
• l • 5T | 

1.000 

STl.  tRR 

STL  DEV 

skewness 

maximum 

0.0  3o 

0.4?6 

-0.669 

2.000 

MEOI  AN 

variance 

range 

1  .730 
0«  227 
1.000 

VALID  CASES 


J7p 


MISSING  CaSCS 


0 


TMPOt?TA‘-CE  hIST^PJCaL  STUDY  1 '  MILITARY  COURSES  BY  OfTICESS  PaSE 

04-26-82  F I Le  -  NONAf.E  _  CREATED  04-26-B2 


022  F«Rt:ETT;  twE  S*  ORbBEAPERS 


CATEGORY  L/'r'r*l 

CODE 

absolute 

frequency 

^ELATJ  VF 
frequency 

( PERCENT ) 

ADJUSTrr> 
FRCOJEn'Y 
(PERCENT  > 

cumulative 
adj  FFTO 

(PERCENT) 

XES 

1 

e 

4.5 

4.5 

4.5 

110 

2 

170 

95.5 

95.5 

lOO.O 

TDTaL 

17a 

100.0 

100. 0 

MEAN 

1  .955 

STD  ERR 

0.016 

median 

1 .976 

mode 

2.000 

STb  t-Ev 

0.200 

variance 

0.043 

KURTOSIS 

17,82? 

SKEWNESS 

>4 .430 

RANGE 

1.000 

minimum 

1 .000 

MAXIMUM 

2.000 

valid  caSef 

178 

MISSING  CASES 

0 

IMPORTANCE  nr  HISTORICAL  STUDY  I '  -  MILITARY  COURSES  BY  OFrICERS 


PAGE 


04-26-82 

FILE  -  NOnamE 

CREATED  C 4-2 

6-82 

023 

gbaigi  politics  or  the  Prussian  army 

CATEGORY 

label 

ABSOLUTE 
CODE  FREQUENCY 

RELATIVE 
FPEQUniCY 
(PERCENT ) 

ADJUSTED 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

CUMULATIVE 
ADJ  FREQ 
(PERCENT) 

XES 

1  6 

3. A 

3.4 

3.4 

no 

2  17  1 

96. 1 

96.5 

1  oo  .  0 

out  Of  rakgf 

1 

o 

. 

O' 

MISSING 

100.0 

TOTaL  1 7T 

100.0 

100.0 

BEAN 

BODE 

KURTOSIS 

OINIMUM 

1  *966 

?  .coo 

25*27? 

1  *000 

std  |PR 

ST(>  dEv 

SKEWNESS 

maximum 

0.014 

0. 181 
-5.195 

2.000 

MEDIAN 

variance 

RANGE 

1  .982 

0.033 

1  .000 

VALID  CASES 

177 

MISSING  CaSeS  1 

PAGE  30 


IMPORTANCE  OF  HISTORICAL  STUDY  I  J  MILITARY  COURSES  BY  OFFICERS 
04-26-62  FILE  -  nOi.AME  -  CREATED  04-26-82 


024  TAYLOR!  THE  MaRCH  Of  CONQUEST 


category  lapel 

absolute 

CPC  E  FREOUENCY 

RELATIVE 
FREQUENCY 
(PERCENT  > 

ADJUSTED 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

CUMULATIVE 
ADJ  FRPQ 
(PERCENT ) 

XES 

1  8 

4.5 

4.5 

4.5 

RO 

2  l?*' 

95.5 

55.5 

100.0 

TOTaL  175 

1  oo.o 

100.0 

BEAN 

bode 

KORT0SIS 

BINIMUM 

1  .955 
2.000 

17.627 

I  »ooo 

std  err 

ST|j  DEV 

skewness 

maximum 

0 . 0  J  6 
0.200 

-4.430 

2.000 

MEDIAN 

variance 

RANGE 

1.976 

0.043 

1  .000 

VALID  CASES 

170 

MISSING  CASES  0 

* 

l 

5 

i 

i 

♦ 

? 


IMPORTANCE  pf  HISTORICAL  STjDY  I"  MILITARY  COURSES  DY  RFr  1 CEPS 


PACE 


04.26-82  PILE  -  NONamE  -  CREATED  04-26-82 


025  RIDGV.AYS  THE  nDRE«H  ‘a* 


category 

L  Ar  TL 

AUSULUTL 
cnuE  rR(-ou~‘.'cY 

relative 
FREOUrilCY 
( PERCENT ) 

ADJUSTED 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT 

CUMUL*TI VE 
ADJ  EREO 
( PERCENT  j 

YES 

1  6  C 

33.7 

33.7 

33.7 

RQ 

2  i  r 

66 . 7 

66.3 

1  oo .  c 

T0TaL  17? 

1  00.0 

100.0 

MEAN 

MODE 

kurtosis 

minimum 

1  .663 

2  » COO 

- 1  .534 

i  .coo 

STD  ERR 

STD  C'E v 

skewness 

maximum 

0 . 0  3  6 
0.474 
— 0 . 695 
2.000 

median 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

1  •"'46 
0*225 
1*000 

valid  cases  17b  missing  casts  o 


IMPORTANCE  Pr  HlSTOkjCAL  STUDY  1  MILITARY  COURSES  BY  OFFICERS 


PA  r,E 


04-26-82  PJLE  -  NONAME  -  CREATED  04-26-P2 

026  Tall:  STpeet  without  j?y 


CATEGORY  LABEL 

ABSOLUTE 

C  0 1-’  E  frequency 

RELATIVE 
FREQUENCY 
(PERCENT ) 

ADJUSTED 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

CJMULAT I VE 
ADJ  F  R  r  q 
(  PERCr  i  iT  ) 

1ES 

1  92 

51  .■T 

51.7 

51 .7 

RO 

2  8£ 

48.2 

48.3 

1D0.O 

TOTmL  173 

10Q.C 

100.0 

MEAN 

BODE 

KURTOSIS 

Minimum 

1.483 

1  tCOO 
2*018 
!  .000 

STL  ERT 

STL  DEV 

SKEWNESS 

MAXIMUM 

0.03  C 
0.501 
0*066 
2.000 

MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

)  •  4  6  "* 
0.25: 
1*000 

VALID  CASES 

178 

MISSING  CASE 

S  0 

l 


IMPORTANCE  of  wlSTOkJCiL  S^UpY  I  ‘  MILITARY  COURSES  EY  OFficpRS  PAGE 
G4-26-82  P 1 -  NOi.AmE  -  CREATED  04-26-F2 


02  7  '•-TAP 

:  PEOPLE'S  ti  A  f- 

,  PEOPLE'S 

LPM  Y 

CATEGORY  label 

AL.Si)L»JTC 
CObF  PRfQurKCY 

relative 
FPEa'Jrvry 
t  percent  > 

l DJUSTEO 
FRCQUFNCY 
<PERCEMt> 

CUMUL 4T 1 VE 

ADJ  FRfO 
(PERCr  JT  > 

*ES 

1 

4  6 

25. e 

25.8 

25.6 

RQ 

2 

1  32 

74.  T 

”4 . 2 

103. 0 

tot^l 

172 

100.0 

100.0 

MEAN 

pode 

KURTOSIS 

WINIMCM 

1  .742 
2.000 
c  #  T  7  0 
l  «  POO 

STL.  ERR 

STu  Dfv 

skewness 

MA  x;  tMl'N 

0*033 

0.439 

-1.113 

2.000 

MEM  AN 

VARIAN2E 

RANGE 

1  .P26 

0.193 

1  .000 

valid  case? 

178 

Mis 

S]NG  CASES 

0 

l 


IMPORTAK 

cr  nr  HISTORIC/^  sTuDy  i  .  mIl 

it-ry  course 

S  BY  Of- I CE 

RS  D AGE 

C4-26-8 2 

FILE  -  NOuamF  -  C 

rented  04-26 

-r  2 

028 

L  AwPruCE ; 

THF  sfvek  pjllare 

OT  WISE Of 

nELATI Vl 

ADJUSTED 

CUM’JLAT  I  VE 

ALSOL'JTC 

FREQUENCY 

FREQUF.  N7Y 

AD J  rcro 

category 

L  Ar.FL 

crt  f.  treoutucy 

( PERCENT ) 

(PERCENT  ) 

(  PERCT'  T  ) 

YES 

1  13 

10.7 

10.7 

10.7 

RO 

2  15  7 

09.7, 

B9.3 

1  00.  G 

TOT^L  17- 

100.3 

100.0 

FIE  AN 

1  .693 

S  7  D  EPR 

0.023 

MEDIAN 

1  »94-t 

MODE 

2.000 

S7  L  DEv 

0.310 

VARIANCE 

0  •  C  9  6 

kurtqsis 

4.651 

SKEWNESS 

-2.569 

RANGE 

1.000 

MINIMUM 

1 .000 

MAXIMUM 

2.000 

VALID  CASES  178 

missing  casts  o 

I 
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IMPORTANCE  pF  HIST  OR I C  AL  ST  UC  Y  I  -  M:,lT.»Y  COURSES  5  V  ppPICERS 
P4-26-82  PILE  -  HPUAME  -  CREATED  r'4-2C-82 


029  GPEENEIElO!  COmMA'1C  decisions 


CATEGORY  LApEU 

COf'E 

a!' Solute 
frequency 

relative 

FREQUENCY 
( PERCENT ) 

adjusted 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

CUMULAT 1 VE 
ADJ  FRf-Q 
( PERCEN"’ ) 

JES 

1 

12 

6.7 

6.7 

6.7 

NO 

2 

1  6£ 

93.3 

93.3 

100.0 

total 

175 

100.0 

1C0.0 

PEAN 

PODE 

KURTOSIS 

RIHIMUM 

1  .933 
2.000 
10.224 

1  ,000 

STO  ERR 

STL>  pfv 

skewness 

MAXIMUM 

0.019 

0.251 

-3.480 

2.000 

MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

1 . 06  A 
0.06  3 
1.000 

VALID  CASES 

J78 

MISSING  CASE 

s  0 

TMPORTAHCF  pr  HISTORICAL  STUDY  I  '  MILITARY  COURSES  BY  OFrICERS 
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04-26-82  PILE  -  nOnamE  -  C«EmTeD  04-26-82 


03P 

/  i  rr i  g*-:t ; 

SEVE^ 

EIRE  FIGHTS 

category 

L  ArOL 

CPOE 

ABSOLUTE 

F  R  E  D  U  t  C  Y 

relative 

FPEQ'JrNCY 

(PERCENT) 

ADJUSTED 

FREQUENCY 

(RCRCES’1 

CUMULATIVE 
ADJ  FRrO 

(  PERCr,JT  ) 

*ES 

1 

12 

6.7 

6.7 

6.7 

MO 

2 

16  6 

93. r 

93.3 

1  oo .  0 

TOTAL 

173 

100.0 

100.0 

REAN 

HOOE 

KURTOSIS 

RINIMUM 

1  .933 
2 .000 

10.224 

1  .coo 

sTr-  fcRn 

STl-  DEV 

SKEWhESS 

maximum 

0.019 
u  .  2  5  1 
-3.480 
2.000 

MEDIAE 

variance 

range 

1  »P6a 
0.063 

1  .000 

Valid  cases  1Tb 

MISSING  cases  0 

l 
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importance  rr  historical  study  j  :  milit^oy  courses  nv  opeiceRs 

04.26-8 2  FILE  -  NPNAmE  -  CRF-TED  04-26-82 


031  hfming*'aT:  *fi.  at  */.p 


category  lapt 

L 

absolute 

COUfc  KRcOilENCY 

RELATIVE 

frequency 

( PERCENT > 

ADJUSTED 

frequency 

(PERCENT) 

CUMULA-'I  VE 
AOJ  FRCQ 
(PERCENT ) 

XES 

I  4? 

26.4 

26.4 

26.4 

no 

2  13  2 

73.  f 

73.6 

100.0 

TOTaL  176 

100.  Z 

100.0 

BEAN 

BODE 

KUrTqSIS 

BIN I MUM 

1  *736 

2  »C00 

-0.844 

1  »ooo 

STL  £Rr 

STt*  DEv 

SKEVnESS 

MAXIMUM 

f j .  0  3  3 

0.442 

-1.000 

2.000 

MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

1.821 

0.195 

1.000 

VALID  CASES 

ire 

MISSING  CASES  0 

/ 


i 


importance  p r  historic*!  stucy  I  ■:  military  courses  dy  of^-ice~s 
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04-26-82 

PILE  -  nOuAmE  -  c 

RENTED  04-26 

-P2 

032 

TUCHMAN ;  THE  QUijS  OF  A'.'GUSt 

CATEGORY 

L  ^  PEL 

AhSOLUTC 
COLE  TPEOuEhcY 

RELATIVE 

frequency 
{ PERCENT ) 

ADJUSTED 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

CJmUlATI VE 
AD J  rREQ 
(  PERCr'JT  ) 

XES 

I  74 

41.6 

6  1.6 

41  .6 

RO 

2  104 

58 . 4 

58,4 

1 C  0 . 0 

TOTaL  170 

100.0 

100.0 

mean 

MODE 

KURTOSIS 

MINIMUM 

1  .504 

2 ,000 
-1,903 

1 ,000 

STL.  ERR 

StL>  DEv 

SKEWNESS 

maximum 

0.037 

0.494 

-0,345 

2.000 

median 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

1,644 

0,244 

1,000 

valid  cases  i7e 

MISSING  CASES  0 

t 
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04-26-02 


fllE  -  NONAME  -  CREATED  04-26-82 


833  pike:  viet  coi.g 


CATEGORY  LABEL 

code 

ABSOLUTE 

FRtOUENcY 

relative 

FREQUENCY 
{ PERCENT ) 

ADJUSTED 

FREOUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

CUMULATIVE 
ADJ  cRFO 

(PERCENT) 

YES 

1 

25 

14.0 

14.0 

1  4  •  0 

RO 

2 

153 

86. C 

86.0 

100.0 

TOTAL 

1  7  S 

100.0 

100.0 

BEAN 

BODE 

KORTOSIS 

BINIMUM 

1  «860 
2*000 
2*393 

1  *000 

STL  err 
std  dev 

SKEWNESS 

MAXIMUM 

0 . 0  2  6 
0.343 
-2.087 

2.000 

MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

1.918 

0.181 

1.000 

valid  Cases 

178 

MISSING  CASES  0 

t 

I 


IMPORTANCE  Oc  HlSTOMCAL  StuDY  I  '  MILITARY  COURSES  DY  OfrICEPS 
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C4-26-BT  FILE  -  nOuak.E  -  CREATED  04-26-B2 


034  KISSINGER;  NUCLEAR  W  E  AVON'S &FOPB  I  N  POLICY 


CATEGORY  LAPTl 

COUE 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQUENCY 

relative 

frequency 

<PrRCr\'T) 

ADJUSTED 

frequency 

(PERCFNt> 

CUMULATIVE 
AO J  r»r0 
( PERCr  NT ) 

XES 

1 

82 

46.1 

46.1 

46.1 

RO 

2 

96 

53.9 

5  3.9 

100.0 

TOTaL 

173 

100.0 

100. 0 

PEAK 

1  .539 

STD  ERR 

0.037 

MEDIAN 

1.573 

RODE 

2.000 

std  dev 

U.50U 

VARIANCE 

0.25^ 

KURTOSIS 

-1  .997 

SKEWNESS 

■  0.159 

RANGE 

1.000 

MINIMUM 

1  .OOo 

maximum 

2.000 

VALID  CASES 

17Q 

MISSING  CASES 

0 

T 


IMPORTANCE  nr  HISTORICAL  STUDY  I'  MILITARY  COURSFS  BY  OFFICERS 
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04-26-82  FILE  -  NONAME  -  CREATED  04-26-82 


035  Marshall:  the  River  anc  tut  gauntlet 


Category  la*el 

aESclute 

CODE  FREOUEHCY 

relati VF 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

ADJUSTED 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

CUMULATIVE 
adj  rare 

{PERCrNT  > 

IES 

1  32 

18.0 

18.0 

18.0 

RO 

2  ne 

82.0 

o 

• 

OJ 

GO 

100.0 

T0TAL  170 

1  00. c 

100.0 

MEAN 

mode 

KURTOSIS 

minimum 

1  *B20 
2.000 

0*839 

1  .000 

STD  ERR 

STD  DEV 

SKEWNESS 

MAXIMUM 

0.029 

0.385 

-1.682 

2.000 

MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

1.090 

0.148 

1.000 

VALID  CASES 

i?8 

missing  cases 

0 

IMPORTANCE  rr  HISTORICAL  STUDY  I  •  MILITARY  COURSES  9 Y  PFTICERS  PAGE 
04 -26-R2  FILE  “  NOUAME  -  CREATED  04-26-82 


036  >■•/>  ~i  ohald:  company  tow-'ANora 


category  l  •» F 

E  L 

A&SOLUTC 
code  FREOuFNCY 

RELATIVE 
frequency 
(  PERCENT ) 

ADJUSTED 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

CUMULATIVE 
ADJ  FREQ 

(PERCENT) 

IES 

1  2T 

15.2 

15.2 

15.2 

MO 

2  151 

84.8 

04.8 

100.0 

TOTAL  178 

100.0 

100.0 

MEAN 

MODE 

kurtosis 

minimum 

1  •  %48 

2  .000 

1  .857 

1  .000 

STL-  ERR 

std  dEv 
skewness 

maximum 

0.027 

0.360 
-1 .959 

2.000 

MEDIAN 

variance 

range 

1.911 

0.120 

1  .000 

valid  case? 

178 

MISSING  CASE 

S  0 

importance  nr  mISTp.icau  study  i  •  courses  r,Y  officers  pasc 


04-26-62 

PILE  -  MOiJAME  -  1 

CREATED  04-?f 

-62 

03? 

mapx  : 

COuw  J»<  IS? 

M„K(1  FeSTO 

CATEGORY 

L  ArFL 

CO[)t 

AtSOLOTO 
FRf  QUE'ICY 

telativt 

FRO  QUTsJC  Y 
(PERCruT) 

ADJUSTED 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

CUMUL  AT  I Vt 
AOJ  FF.ro 
(PERCH  T  ) 

YES 

1 

56 

31 .5 

31.5 

31.5 

NO 

2 

1 ZT 

6P.C 

60.5 

100. 0 

total 

176 

100.0 

100.0 

MEAN 

mode 

KURTOSIS 

MINIMUM 

1  .665 
2.000 
-1*367 

1 , 000 

STD  ERR 

STD  L> F  V 

SKEWNESS 

MAXIMUM 

u .  o  3  r» 

0 . 466 
-0.805 

2 . 000 

MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

range 

1*770 
0  »  2  1  7 
I  .000 

VALID  CASES 

178 

MISSING  CASES 

0 

importance  or  historical  study  r;  milit;.py  courses  by  nrr1CERS 
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04-26-82 


FILE  -  NDnamE  -  CREATED  04-26-C2 


038  HITLERS  MIEN  kAm»F 


Category  laf-fl 

a  is  Solute 

COl'E  FREQUENCY 

oelati  vr 
FREourncY 

(  PERCC'T  ) 

ADJUSTED 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

CUMULATIVE 
ADJ  FPrs 
(PERCENT) 

YES 

1  55 

32.6 

32.6 

32.6 

RO 

2  1?; 

67. 

67.4 

100.0 

TOTmL  175 

100.0 

100.0 

RE  AN 

hode 

KURTQSIS 

MINIMUM 

1  .674 
2.000 

1  .455 

1 .000 

STU  ERR 

STd  lEv 
skewness 

maximum 

0.035 

U  .  4  7  0 
-0.749 
2.000 

MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

1  •  75B 
0.221 
1.000 

valid  casts 

178 

MISSING  CASE 

S  0 

IMPORTANCE  pr  HISTORICAL  STuDY  I  '  Mli_IT..RY  COURSES  OY  OFrICE^S 
04-26-82  PILE  -  NONANE  -  CREATED  04-26-82 


shir-sj  rise  6  fall  OF  the  third  peich 


CATEGORY 

L  ABcL 

CODE 

absolute 

FREOUZNCY 

RELATIVE 
rrCQUENCY 
(  PERCENT  ) 

ADJUSTED 
FREQUENCY 
(PERCEn’  ) 

CUMULATIVE 
ADJ  FREQ 

(PERCENT ) 

*ES 

l 

los 

61  .2 

61.2 

61.2 

NO 

2 

60 

38.8 

28,8 

100.0 

TOTmL 

1  7P 

100.0 

100.0 

BEAN 

MODE 

KURTQSIS 

MINIMUM 

1*368 

1.000 

-1.604 

1  .000 

ST  u  E»R 

STD  dEv 

SKEWNESS 

MAXIMUM 

u.037 

0.489 

0.465 

2.000 

MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

1.317 

0.230 

1,000 

VALID  CASES  J7B  MISSING  CASES 


IMPORTANCE  nr  HISTORICAL  STUDY  I  '  MILITARY  COURSES  by  OFFICERS 
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04-26-82 

FI 

tE  -  NONAmE  -  CRE 

aTED  04-26 

-82 

040 

manstEIN} 

LOST  VICTORIES 

CATEGORY 

label 

relative 

ABSOLUTE  FREQUENCY 
COI-E  FREQUENCY.  (PERCENT) 

ADJUSTED 
FREQUENCY 
(PERCENT  ) 

cumulative 
adj  FPro 

(PERCENT  ) 

XES 

l  e 

4.5 

4.5 

4.5 

RP 

?  17  0 

95.5 

95.5 

1  oO.  0 

TOTAL  173 

100.0 

100.0 

MEAN 

RODE 

KURTOSIS 

PINIMUM 

I 

1  #955 
2.000 
7,827 

1 .000 

SU>  E*R 

STO  DEv 

SKEWNESS 

maximum 

0.016 

0.206 

.4.430 

2.000 

MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

1.976 

0.043 

1  .000 

valid  cases 

178 

missing  cases 

0 

IMPORTANCE  rr  HISTORICAL  STUDY  !■'  MILITARY  COURSES  BY  OFFICERS 


PAGE 


04-26-82 

FU.E  -  NOnAmE  -  c 

RENTED  04-26 

-62 

04  l 

pogue t  George  c;  marshall 

CATEGORY 

LU.fL 

ABSOLUTE 

code  freOjenct 

relative 

FREQUENCY 
(PERCENT > 

ADJUSTED 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

CUMULAT1VE 
ADJ  FREQ 
( PERCENT ) 

XES 

1  28 

15.7 

15.7 

15.7 

no 

2  15! 

84.3 

84,3 

100.0 

TOTaL  17C 

100. 0 

100.0 

REAM 

lode 

KURTOSIS 

minimum 

1  .1-4  3 
2*000 

1  *623 

1 .000 

STL-  ERR 
std  OEV 
SKEWNESS 
maximum 

0.027 

0.365 
-1 .890 

2.000 

median 

vapiance 

RANGE 

1 .907 

0.133 

1  *000 

VALID  CASES 


178 


MISSING  cases 


0 


IMPORTANCE  r»E  HISTORICAL  STUDY  I  •  MlLlT«RY  courses  gy  O  F  r I C  EPS 


PAGE 


04-26-82  PILE  -  NOi.AmE  -  CREATED  04-26-82 


042  matlppp  :  planning  for  coalition  w  a  r  f  a  r  p 


category  lapel 

code 

AbSOLOTi! 

FREQUENCY 

relative 

FREQUENCY 
( PERCENT ) 

ADJUSTED 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

CUmUl  ATI  VE 
ADJ  Pt<r 0 
(PERCrNT) 

1ES 

1 

9 

5.1 

5.1 

5.1 

RO 

? 

165 

94.9 

94.9 

1  00 . 0 

TOT/.L 

173 

100. C 

100.0 

MEAN 

1.949 

STJ  Efir< 

it  .  0  1  0 

MEDIAN 

1  .573 

MODE 

?  *000 

STD  nEv 

0.220 

VARIANCE 

0.049 

KURTOSIS 

15.291 

skewness 

■  <»  .  1  3  B 

RANGE 

1.000 

MINIMUM 

1 .000 

maximum 

2.000 

valid  cases 

ITS 

MISSING  C aSp s 

0 

IMPORTANCE  nr  HISTORICAL  STuCY  I"  MILITARY  COURSrS  BY  "rriCEcS  PAGE 
C4-26-82  PILt  -  MO'UME  -  CREATED  C4-2C—S 2 

043  Thompson;  REVOLUTIONARY  M  WOTlD  ... 


CATEGORY  LAPEL 

absolute 
crr.t  freouency 

RELATIVE 
FREQUENCY 
( PERCENT  ) 

ADJUSTED 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

CUMULATIVE 
A  0  J  rREO 
(  PERCr'j’  ) 

IES 

i  i: 

5.6 

5.6 

5.6 

R0 

?  16’ 

93.  Z 

94.4 

1  00 . 0 

OUT  OF  RaNGF 

l 

o.-:. 

missing 

1  00.  o 

TOThL  1 70 

1  00.0 

100.0 

MEAN 

RODE 

KURTOSIS 

MINIMUM 

1.5*4 

2.000 

13.162 

1 .000 

STU  ERR 

STD  dev 

SKEWNESS 

MAXIMUM 

0.017 

0.232 

-3.87D 

2.000 

MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

Range 

1.070 

0.054 

1 . 000 

VALID  CASES 

177 

missing  caSf 

S  1 

IMPORTANCE  OF  HISTORICAL  STuDY  I'  m]_IT*RY  CC JR3E  S  Ov  0FrICERS 


PAGE 


1 


04-26-82 


FILE  -  NOUAME  -  CREATED  94-26-D2 


0<4  4 

Lrvi-Y : 

AMERICA  IN  V  I E  T  N  /  ' 

category 

l  a  p  r  l 

ABSOLUTE 
CO'L)E  KPfOuENCY 

RELATIVE 
FREQUENCY 
{ PERCENT ) 

ADJUSTED 
FREQUENCY 
<  PE»CFnit  ) 

CUMULATIVE 
AUJ  r^r0 

(  PEPCr  •4"  > 

IES 

1  75 

42. 1 

42, 1 

62.  ] 

RD 

2  1  C  3 

57.9 

r  7 , 9 

i  o  o .  o 

TOTAL  17? 

100.0 

100.0 

BEAN 

bode 

KURTOSIS 

MINIMUM 

1 

2 

-1 

1 

.579 

♦  coo 

.918 

.000 

STI>  E&R 

STU  OEV 

SKEWNESS 

maximum 

0.037 

0.490 

-0.321 

2.000 

MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

1 .636 

0  *  2  “  5 
1.000 

valid  CASE? 

178 

MISSING  CASE 

S  0 

l 


i 

J 


1 MPOPT  At-lCC  Or  HISTORICAL  STl'Dy  I"  mIlITaRY  COURSES  5Y  OFrIcr.RS 


C4-26-82 


FILE  -  NDi.AmE  -  CREATED  0*-?F-P 2 


PAGE 


045 

•„riGi.Ev;  the  American  way  of 

r'  A  F 

CATEGORY 

lapel 

ABSOLUTE! 
CODE  FREQUENCY 

pelati vr 
FREQUENCY 
(  PERCENT  ) 

ADJUSTED 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCEN”) 

CUMULATIVE 
ADJ  OREO 
( PEPCOUT  ) 

XES 

1  5? 

33.1 

33.  1 

33.1 

NO 

2  1  1  ? 

66  .9 

66.9 

leo.o 

TOTAL  1 7  C 

100.0 

10  0,0 

mean 

BODE 

KURTOSIS 

MINIMUM 

1 .069 
2.000 

-1.495 

1  .000 

std  erf 

STU  DEV 

SKEWNESS 

MAXIMUM 

0  •  0  3  f. 

0. 472 

-u.722 

2.000 

MEDIA'-! 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

1.-52 

0.221 

1,000 

VALID  CASES 


178 


MISSING  cases 


Cl 


IMPORTANCE  of  HlSTOPJC'i  STuDy  1  MILITARY  COURSES  by  9EriCERS 
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C4-26-8 2  FILE  -  NONAME  -  CREATED  04-L6-F2 

046  hiintjngto-*:  the  commOu  d  e  r  r  n  s  e 


CATEGORY  label 

ABSOLUTE 
err e  frequency 

tel ative 

rpsour-.'c  y 

(PERCENT) 

ADJUSTED 
FPEQUFnCY 
( PERCE  NT ) 

CUMUL  AT I VE 
ADJ  c?r_'j 
(  PERC_,.t  ) 

res 

I  4' 

22.5 

22.6 

22.6 

NO 

2  1  3  7 

77.: 

77.4 

1  00  .  c 

out  or  range 

1 

0.6 

MISSING 

100 .0 

TO  T^L  17E 

loo.:- 

100.0 

WEAN  1 
POOE  2 
KURTOSIS  -0 
RINIMUM  1 

.774 
.000 
.257 
•  COO 

STD  ERR 

STd  dev 
skewness 

MAXIMUM 

0.032 
0.419 
-1 .322 
2.000 

MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

range 

1  .P54 
0. 1  T6 
l  .ooo 

valid  cases 

177 

missing  case 

S  1 

IMPORTANCE  pr  HISTORICAL  STUDY  I  1  MILITARY  COURSES  BY  OFFICERS 
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04-26-82 


FILE  -  NONAME  -  CREATED  04-26-82 


047  Ryan:  A  ORiDcr  TOO  fa r 


CATEGORY  lapel 

code 

ABSOLUTE 

FRLRJEncY 

delati vf 
FPEOUn.'CY 
(PERCENT) 

ADJUSTCD 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

CUMULATIVE 
ADJ  FREQ 
(PERCE!.  ▼) 

XES 

I 

111 

62.4 

62.4 

62.4 

RO 

2 

67 

37.6 

37*5 

100.0 

TOTaL 

175 

100.0 

100.0 

MEAN 

1  .376 

STD  E*R 

0.0  36 

MEDIAN 

1 .300 

MODE 

1 .000 

STd  dEv 

0.486 

variance 

0.236 

KURTOSIS 

-1  »T55 

skewness 

0.515 

RANGE 

1.000 

MINIMUM 

1  .000 

MAXIMUM 

2.000 

valid  cases 

176 

MISSING  CASES 

0 

MPORTaNCE  PF  HISTORICAL  STUDY  I  -  MILITARY  COURSES  f>Y  DFrI  CERS 
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f4f 26-82  FILE  -  NONAhE  -  CREATED  0A-26-P2 


048  RRPPTEJ  WaP  aup  politics 


CATEGORY  LAFFL 

COPE 

a & solute 

FRLCuE.ICY 

relative 
f  ■?  e  o  u  r  N  C  Y 
(PERCENT) 

ADJUSTED 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

CUmUl *TI VE 
ADJ  FREQ 
(PERCENT) 

IES 

1 

8  5 

47.8 

A  B  »  0 

6  8  •  0 

RO 

? 

R2 

51  .7 

52.0 

100. c 

OUT  OF  RANGE 

1 

0.6 

missing 

100.C 

TDTaL 

175 

100.0 

100.0 

REAM 

RODE 

KURTOSIS 

rinimum 

1  #52o 
?»ooo 

2  »  0  1  7 

1  .000 

STD  E«R 
std  dEv 
skewness 
maximum 

0.030 

0.501 

-0.080 

2.000 

MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

1.538 

0.251 

1  .000 

valid  cases 

177 

MISSING  CASES  1 

1 
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IMPORTANCE  OF  HISTORICAL  STJPY  I  MILITARY  courses  by  OFFICERS 
04-26-82  FILE  -  NOMAMF  -  CREATED  04-26-32 

Q49  MaTLOFF  ;  AMERICA  military  history 


CATEGORY  l.‘RE 

L 

absolute 
coot  frequency 

PEL AT  I VF 
FilEOUENCY 
( PERCENT  ) 

ADJUSTED 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

CUMULATIVE 

adj  frec 

(PERCENT) 

XES 

I  9 

5.1 

5.1 

5.1 

NO 

2  1 CZ 

94.9 

94,9 

100.0 

TOTaL  1 7? 

100.0 

100.0 

REAM 

RODE 

KURTOSIS 

RINIMUM 

1.949 

2  •  000 
15.291 

1  .000 

STl-  t«R 

STL.  DEv 
SKEWNESS 

maximum 

0.016 

0.220 

-4,130 

2.000 

median 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

1.973 
0.  04B 
1.000 

valid  cases 

178 

missing  cases  0 

tl  H 


PAGE  56 


IMPORTANCE  nr  HISTORICAL  STUDY  1".  MILITARY  COURSES  BY  OFTICERS 
04.26-82  FIL^  ”  NOi.AME  -  CREaTED  04-26-82 


050 

Pi UMf NSOM J 

the  patton  papers 

CATEGORY 

L  ARFL 

ABSOLUTE 
code  freOuehcy 

RELATIVE 

freouency 

(PERCENT  > 

ADJUSTED 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

cumulative 
ADJ  FREQ 
( PERCrNT ) 

XES 

1  AC 

22*5 

22.5 

22.5 

f»0 

?  I3t 

77.5 

77.5 

100.0 

TOTmL  1 7  S 

100.0 

100.0 

MEAN 

MODE 

KURTOSIS 
WIN  I  MUM 

1.775 

2.000 

-0.233 

1  .000 

STU  ERR 

STD  DEV 

skewness 

MAXIMUM 

0.031 

0  .  A  I  9 
-1.330 
2.000 

MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

1.P55 

0.175 

1.000 

VALID  CASES  178 

missing  cases  o 

7  MP0R7  aNCF  OF  HISTORICAL  STUDY  I  -  MILITARY  COURSES  BY  OFFICERS 


page  E7 


0 4-26-82 

file  - 

nohamE 

CREATED  04-26 

« 

CD 

PJ 

051  S 

COTT}  THE 

armed  FORCES  of 

THE  USSR 

Category  t. 

FPL 

COUF. 

A050LUTE 

fpeouency 

RELATIVE 

FPEOUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

ADJUSTCD 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

cumulative 

ADJ  FRfO 
( PERCCNT ) 

IES 

1 

18 

10.1 

10.1 

10. 1 

NC 

2 

ICC 

89.9 

89.9 

100.0 

Total 

178 

100.0 

100.0 

MEAN 

MODE 

KURTQSIS 

BIN  I MUM 

1  .£99 
2.000 
5.179 

1  .000 

STU  ERR 

stu  dev 

skewness 

maximum 

0.023 

0.302 

-2.669 

2.000 

MEDIAN 

variance 

RANGE 

1  t  94  A 
0.091 
1.000 

Valid  cases 

178 

MISSING  CASES  0 

l 


l 


page 


IMPORTANCE  OP  H  I  STf'A  I C  /  L  STUDY  I  • 
04»26 -82  FILE  -  NOUAME 

052  Kpww:  Eagle  and  swore 


ABSOLUTE 


CATEGORY 

LAP'LL 

COL E  FREQUENCY 

XES 

1 

9 

RO 

2 

160 

TOTAL 

1  7  S 

MEAN 

MODE 

KURTOSIS 

PINIMUM 

1  .949 
2.000 
15.291 

1  .000 

stl-  e«h 

STL.  L.EV 

SKEWNESS 

maximum 

MILITARY  COURSES  BY  OFFICERS 
_  CftE-TEO  04-2 A-32 


RELATIVE 
FREQUENCY 
( PERCENT ) 

ADJUSTED 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

cumulative 
A&J  FRCG 

( PERCENT ) 

5.1 

5.1 

5.1 

94.9 

94.9 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

0.010 

0.2  2C. 

-4.13G 

2.000 

MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

1.973 

0.048 

1  .000 

VALID  CASES 


178 


MISSING  CASES 


0 


IMPORTANCE  nf  HISTORICAL  STUfY  I 


e4-26-82 


pile  ~  NOuAMF 


MlulT-RY  COURSES  W<  0*rrlCEPS 
-  CREaTEO  04-I6-E2 


page 


053 


*F5TmO«ElaND:  *  SOLDIERS  ftEPORT 


CATEGORY  L arEL 
XES 

no 

OUT  OF  RAKGf 


BEAN  1#S7T 
MODE  2 • 000 
KURTOSIS  -1,923 
BIN  I  MUM  1,000 


code 

absolute 

FREOUEUCY 

pelative 
frequency 
(PEPcr'JT ) 

adjusted 
frequency 
(PERCENT  1 

CUMULATIVE 

adj  PRrc 

{  PERCrUT 1 

J 

74 

41  .6 

42,3 

A  2 . 3 

2 

U1 

56.7 

57.7 

100.0 

3 

1.7 

MISSING 

100.0 

TOTaL 

l?C 

100.0 

100.0 

STU  ERR 
std  dev 
skewness 
maximum 

0.037 

0,495 

-0.315 

2.000 

MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

1 , 634 
0*245 
1,000 

valid  cases 


175 


MISSING  CaSeS 


3 


TMPORTAI.CE  PT  HISTORICAL  STUDY  I MILITARY  COURSES  BY  PFrICEPS  PASE 
04-26-82  FILE  -  NOUAmE  -  CrEatED  04-26-82 


054  i> i stprv  taught:  usm^-p^tc 


category 

LAPEL 

cplE 

absolute 

FREQUENCY 

relative 

frequency 

(PERCENT) 

adjusted 

frequency 

(PERCENT) 

CUMUL AT  I VE 
ADJ  rsr q 

(PERCpijt, 

REOUIRED 

COURSES 

1 

160 

89.9 

e9.9 

89.9 

ELECTIVE 

COURSE^ 

2 

4. 

1  .  1 

1  .  1 

91.0 

TNTEGREATc  IN  OTHERS 

3 

16 

9.0 

9.0 

100.0 

T0T*L 

173 

100.0 

1  C  0 . 0 

MEAN 

l*19l 

STd  ErR 

0.043 

MEDIAN 

1 .056 

RODE 

1  »  000 

STl  dEv 

0.56  0 

VARIANCE 

0.330 

KURTOSIS 

niNlMUM 

5»®64 

1 ,000 

skewness 

MAXIMUM 

P.775 

3.000 

RANGE 

2.000 

valid  cases  i7e  missing  cases  o 


y*'~  -W- 


l 


1MP0PT aNCE  r F  HISTORICAL  STUDY  I  *  MILITARY  COURSES  Cv  OFrICERS 
04-26-62  FILE  -  UCNAME  -  CREATED  04-26-52 


histpry  tmiight:  advance  courses 


CATEGORY  L  Apr L 

CCUE 

absolute 

FREOUTMCY 

relative 

frequency 

( PERCENT  ) 

adjusted 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

CUMULATIVE 
ADJ  r&ro 
( PERCENT  ) 

REQUIRED  COURSES 

I 

132 

74.2 

74,2 

74.2 

ELECTIVE  courses 

2 

2: 

11.2 

11.2 

85.4 

integreate  in 

OTHERS 

3 

25 

14.  C 

14,0 

99.4 

not  TAUGHT 

A 

1 

0.6 

0  •  6 

1  00  •  0 

TUTmL 

17E 

100. 0 

100.0 

REAM 

RODE 

KURTOSIS 

OINIMUM 

1  .410 

1  »ooo 

0.583 

1  .coo 

STO  ERR 

STb  oEv 
skewness 

MAXIMUM 

0.056 

0.74C 

1.540 

4.000 

MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

1.174 
0.560 
3. COO 

valid  cases 

178 

MISSING  CASES  0 

IMPORTANCE  OF  HISTORICAL  STUDY  j.  MllIT«RY  COURSES  BY  OFFICERS 


PAGE 


04-26-62 

FILE  -  NPt  AM£ 

CREATED  04-26 

-B  2 

056 

HISTORY  Ta 

JGHTI  cgsc 

relative 

ADJUSTED 

CUmUl ATI VE 

ABSOLUTE 

FPEOUENCY 

freouency 

ADJ  FLEO 

CATEGORY 

L  AfiTL 

CODE  F  R  £  0  U  r  N  C  Y 

(PERCENT) 

(PERCENT 

(PERCE  J  T  > 

REQUIRED 

coursfs 

1  1  1  9 

66.9 

66.9 

66.9 

elective 

COURSES 

2  2? 

15.7 

15,7 

82.6 

tntegreate  in  others 

3  31 

17.4 

17.4 

100.0 

TOTAL  173 

loo.o 

100.0 

ream 

1  #506 

STL)  eRr 

0.050 

median 

1  #248 

RODE 

1  #000 

STD  D^v 

0.776 

variance 

0.602 

KURTOSIS 

-0.403 

SKEWNESS 

1.120 

range 

2.0C0 

PINIMUM 

1  .000 

MAXIMUM 

3.000 

VALID  CASES  178 

MlSSlN'G  CASES  0 

\ 


PAGE  t 3 


IMPORTANCE  CF  HISTORICAL  STUDY  I  MIlITmRY  courses  ly  officers 
04-26-82  FILE  -  NONANE  -  CREATED  OA-26-82 


(357  HISTORY  TAL'GMTl  WAR  COLLECT 


CATEGORY  LAPEL 

cole 

ABSo^UTC 

FRLOUEUCY 

relative 

frequency 

<  PERCFNT) 

ADJUSTED 
FREQUENCY 
<  PERCENT  ) 

cumulati ve 

ADJ  rRFO 
(PERCENT) 

REQUIRED  COURSES 

1 

94 

52.8 

52.8 

52.8 

ELECTIVE  cOU&SfS 

2 

51 

28.7 

28.7 

81.5 

INTEGrEaTE  IN  others 

3 

33 

18.5 

18.5 

100.0 

TOTaL 

173 

100. c 

100.0 

BEAN  1*657 
BODE  1*000 
KURTOSIS  -1*010 
fllNXMUM  1*000 

STD  ERR 

STD  DEv 

skewness 

maximum 

0.058 

0.774 

0.680 

3.000 

MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

range 

1  *447 
0*599 
2,000 

VALID  CASES 


178 


MISSING  CASES 


0 


IMPORTANCE  rr  HISTORICAL  STUPY  1  "  MILITARY  COURSES  by  OFrICERS 


PAGE 


04-26-8?  FILE  -  NOiJAME  -  CRE-TED  04-26-B2 


058  ExTrwT  OF 

CONTACT  with  MHl 

category  lapel 

CORE 

absolute 

frequency 

relative 

FREQUENCY 
( PERCENT ) 

ADJUSTED 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

cumulative 

ADJ  EREO 
(  P  E  R  C  r  1 T  ) 

RONE 

1 

9 

5.1 

5.1 

5.1 

I  KNOW  ITS  TMEPF 

c 

3? 

16.? 

16.9 

2  1.9 

FAMILIAR  V  !  T  n 

3 

105 

59. r 

59.f) 

80 . 9 

QUITE  KNOWL  FOGE  AF'LF 

4 

16 

9.0 

9.0 

89.9 

WORKED  WITH 

5 

13 

10.1 

10.  1 

100.0 

TOTAL 

1  7E 

10C.0 

100.0 

PE  AN  3.02? 
PODE  3.000 
KURTOSIS  0.607 
EINIMIJM  1  .COP 

ST(>  ERR 

STu  (jEv 
SKL'WnES? 

maximum 

0.07C 

0.932 

0.33 6 

5.000 

MEDIAN 

variance 

range 

2*°T6 

o.eTo 

4.000 

VALID  CASrr  37b 

missing  cases  0 

...MTSHCE  OF  HlSTOOIC»L  STUDY  1"  ulLir.RY  COURSES  OY  OFFICERS  P*SE 
64-26-02  PILE  -  NOtMME  -  CREATED  04-26-B2 

059  attended:  perspectives  MILITARY  HISTORY 


CATEGORY  LABEL 

COIyE 

absolute 

FREQUENCY 

relative 

frequency 

(PERCFNT) 

ADJUSTED 

FREOUENCY 

{PERCENT) 

cumulative 
ADJ  FREO 
(PERCENT) 

6 

1 

57 

32*0 

32.0 

32.0 

I 

2 

3  4 

1  9 . 1 

19.1 

51 . 1 

e 

3 

39 

21.9 

21.9 

73.0 

a 

4 

20 

11.2 

11.2 

84.3 

A 

5 

13 

7.3 

7.3 

91.6 

5  OR  MORE 

6 

15 

8.4 

8.4 

100 .0 

TQTaL 

178 

100.0 

100.0 

REAM 

RODE 

kUrtqsjs 

MINIMUM 

2.&80 

1  .OOP 
■  0.599 
1.000 

std  e«r 

STD  oEv 

SKEWNESS 

maximum 

0  *  l2o 

1  .596 
0.672 
6.000 

MEDIAN 

variance 

range 

2.441 

2*547 

5.000 

65 


VALID  CASES 


178 


MISSING  cases 


0 


IMPORTANCE  nr  HISTORICAL  ST  uD  V  I  :  MILITARY  COURSES  BY  OFFICERS 


PAGE  6  6 


D4-26-82 

file  -  NONAME 

created  0 A - 2 6 

-e2 

060 

HUMBER  of 

ADVmN'CE  COURSES 

taktn 

CATEGORY  LABEL 

ABSOLUTE 
COl.E  FRfcOUENCY 

relative 

FOEOUEMCY 

(PEPcruT) 

ADJUSTED 

FREOUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

cumulative 

ADJ  ^RfO 
(PERCENT) 

l  OR  0 

1  19 

10.7 

10.7 

10.7 

£ 

2  11 

6.2 

6.2 

1  6 . 9 

3 

3  60 

33.7 

33.7 

50.6 

A 

A  6? 

35.4 

35.4 

86.0 

f 

5  19 

10.7 

10.7 

96.6 

6  OR  MORE 

6  6 

3.  A 

3.4 

100 .0 

TOTaL  1 7  P 

100.0 

100.0 

MEAN 

MODE 

kurtqsis 

MINI  MUM 

3.393 

A  .000 
0.046 

1  .000 

STO  ERR 

STD  t)Ev 
skewness 

MAXIMUM 

0.090 

1.194 

-0.31B 

6  •  OOC 

MEDIAN 

variance 

RANGE 

3.483 

1.426 

5.000 

VALID  CASE 

?  178 

missing  cases  o 

l 


IMPORTANCE  OF  HISTORICAL  STut'Y  I  '  MILITARY  COURSES  BY  OFrICERS  PAGE. 
04-26-82  FILE  -  NONAGE  -  CREATED  04-26-82 

061  NtJMFER  OF  ADVANCE  COURSES  WITH  HISTORY 


Category  lapel 

absolute 
code  EREOUEhcY 

relative 

FREQUENCY 
{ percent ) 

ADJUSTED 

FPEOUEMCY 

(PERCENT) 

cumulative 
adj  fr>-g 

( PEPCrNT  ) 

0 

1  127 

71.3 

71.3 

71.3 

i 

2  42 

23.6 

23.6 

94.9 

8. 

3  9 

5.1 

5.  1 

100.0 

TDTaL  17P 

100.0 

100.0 

MEAN 

pODE 

kurtosis 

Minimum 

I  * 337 

1 ,000 

1  .259 

1  *ooo 

STD  err 

STd  dev 

skewness 

maximum 

0.043 

0.571 

1»49a 

3.000 

MEDIAN 

variance 

RANGE 

1*201 

0.326 

2.000 

VALID  CASES 

178 

missing  cases 

0 

5MPUPTAf.cE  nr  historical  sTi.dy  r;  military  courses  by  OFriCEPS 


PASE 


04-26-82 


FILE  -  NONAME  -  CREATED  04-26-32 


062  INTEGRATION  or  MILITARY  HISTORY  MATERIAL 


Category  LAPFL 

cn:.E 

ABSOLUTE 

frfouehcy 

RELATIVE 
FREQUENCY 
<  PERCENT  ) 

ADJUSTED 

freoufncy 

(PERCENT 

CUM UL ATI VE 
ADJ  FREQ 
CPEPCE'JT) 

highly  effective 

1 

5 

2.8 

2.8 

2.8 

EFFEtTj  Vf 

? 

51 

28.7 

28,7 

31.5 

rEutral 

3 

47 

26.4 

26.4 

57.9 

ineffect  i  v  r 

4 

5£ 

29.2 

29.2 

87.1 

A  FAILURE 

5 

13 

10.1 

10.1 

97.2 

CAN'T  REMFMPER 

6 

5 

2.8 

2.8 

100.0 

TOT«L 

17E 

100. c 

100.0 

RE  AN 

3*236 

STU  ERR 

0.085 

MEDIAN 

3*202 

rode 

4.000 

ST o  DEV 

1 .140 

VARIANCE 

1 .300 

KURTOSIS 

-0  *534 

SKEWNESS 

0.28  G 

RANGE 

5*000 

MINIMUM 

1  .OOP 

maximum 

6.000 

VALID  CASES 

178 

missing  cases 

0 

1 


IMPORTANCE  or  HISTORICAL  sTmDY  1  •ULIT..PY  COURSES  BY  Ur'lCEM  *» 

p4_26-82  FILt  ""  NONAMF  -  CREATED  CA-26-.j2 


Q£3  create  0  P  K  S  MILITaPY  nistap 

f  SPECIALTY 

CATEGORY  LAPEL 

ABSOLUTE 
CODf  PRfOuENCY 

RELATIVE 

frequency 

( PERCENT > 

adjusted 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

CUMULATIVE 

adj  rPCO 

{PERCTNY) 

FAVOR 

1  24 

13.  S 

13.6 

1  3 . 6 

OPPosr 

?  11C- 

61.3 

62.1 

75.7 

RO  PEELING? 

3  43 

24.2 

24.3 

100,0 

OUT  OP  R  A K  C r 

1 

0.6 

miss  In' 

100.0 

TOTaL  173 

100. c 

100.0 

MEAN  2  •  i  07 
MODE  2.000 
KURTOSIS  -0.316 
(IINIMUM  1.000 

STL  ERR 

stl  dev 

skewness 

maximum 

0 . 0  4  G 
0.608 
-0 . 055 
3.000 

median 

variance 

range 

2*086 

0*369 

2.000 

VALID  CASES 

177 

MISSING  CAS 

E  S  i 

IMPORTANCE  fiF  HISTORICAL  STUDY  I ' !  MILITARY  COURSES  DY  OFr  I CERS  PAGE 
04-26-82  PILE  -  NOWAME  -  C«E-TED  04-26-82 

064  interest  in  militapy  uiSTORt  specialty 


RELATI vf 

adjusted 

cumulative 

ABSOLUTE 

frequency 

FREQUENCY 

adj  freo 

CATEGORY  LAPEL 

COuE  FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

(PERCEn’ > 

(PERCtut  > 

NOT  OUALIFlPO 

1  75 

42.1 

4  2.4 

42.4 

OUALiriED-IK'TEPEETEo 

2  i : 

s.e 

5.6 

40,0 

oualified-no  interst 

3  32 

21.3 

21.5 

69.5 

ROT  APPLICABLE 

4  54 

30.3 

30*5 

loo  .0 

out  OF  range 

1 

0.6 

missing 

100,0 

TOTaL  178 

100. C 

100.0 

PE  AtJ 

2.401 

STD  fePR 

C.09B 

MEDIAN 

2.592 

BODE 

1  #000 

STD  DEV 

1.307 

VARIANCE 

1  .707 

KURT0S1S 

1  .747 

skewness 

0.056 

RANGE 

3.000 

BINIHUM 

1  .000 

MAXIMUM 

4.000 

valid  cases 

177 

missing  cases  1 

IMPORTANCE  OF  HISTORICAL  STUDY  IX  MILITARY  COURSES  BY  OfTICERS  page 
04-26-82  FILE  -  NONAME  -  CREATED  04-26-82 

065  interest  in  mil  hist  srec  ••protected*1 


CATEGORY  LAPEL 

ABSOLUTE 
code  FREQUENCY 

relati vr 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

ADJUSTED 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

cumulative 
adj  f»eo 

•(PERCENT) 

YES 

I  24 

13.5 

13.6 

1  3  •  6 

RO 

2  1  13 

63.5 

63.5 

77. A 

ROT  APPLlABtE 

3  40 

22.5 

22.6 

100.0 

OUT  OF  RANGE 

1 

0.6 

MISSING 

100.0 

TOTaL  I  7  £ 

I  00.0 

100.0 

MEAN 

mode 

KURTOSIS 

RINIMUM 

2  .090 
2*000 
0*l«8 

1  *000 

STd  err 

STD  DEv 

skewness 

maximum 

0.045 

0.596 

-0.030 

3.000 

MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

2*07) 

0.355 

2.000 

valid  cases 

177 

MISSING  CaSeS  1 

U'PLPTA>.ct-  rr  historical  study  l"  military  courses  o 
04-^6-82  FILE  -  NOUAME  -  CREATED  04-26-82 


1 "  MILITARY  COURSES  by  OFFICERS  PAGE  7! 


r  ffE  l  VENfSS  OF  MIL  HJST  RESOURCES 

RELATIVE 


CATEGORY  L  A  G  r  L 

code 

ABSOLUTE 

frequency 

FPEOUCNCY 
( PERCENT ) 

FREQUENCY 

(PERCENT) 

DO  NOT  KNC* 

1 

46 

27.0 

27.1 

OPTIMUM 

2 

2 

1.1 

1  •  1 

ADEQUATE 

3 

26 

14.6 

14.7 

POOR 

4 

101 

56.7 

57.1 

OUT  OF  RANGE 

1 

o 

• 

o» 

missing 

TOTAL 

178 

100.0 

100.0 

adjusted  cumulative 
REQUEnCY  adj  freo 


27.1 

28.2 

42.9 

100.0 

lOO.O 


MEAN  3*017 
MODE  4,000 
KURTpSIS  -1,187 
MINIMUM  1 ,000 

valid  cases  177 


STD  EPR 
STU  DEV 
SKEWNESS 
maximum 


0,097 

1.295 

-0.795 

4,000 


MISSING  CASES 


median 

variance 

RANGF 


3*624 

1*676 

3*000 


-  .-^-ynsrvii  ■wr*—!  v  '• 
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